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LONDON, APRIL 21, 1877. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Taz IncorPoRATED Law Socrery, in their letter to the 
Lord Chancellor, to which he made -reference in the de- 
pate on the second reading of the Supreme Oourt of 
Judicature Bil', said that ‘‘ the only practicable mode of 
relieving the pressure on the chief clerks is by relieving 
the pressure on the judges.” The observation is per- 
fectly just in the sense in which it was intended; but in 
the sense in which it appears to have been understood 
by the Government it is simply absurd. To propose to 
relieve the pressure on the chief clerks by removing from 
the judges the actions which do not involveany chamber 
business is perhaps the most remarkable proposal which 
has been made in recent times. Let us see what the result 
will be. Under the new arrangement the existing four 
judges of first instance in the Chancery Division are to 
be relieved from trying ‘‘common law cases,” and their 
time will be fully occupied in disposing of cases the 
majority of which are sooner or later referred to cham- 
bers. For every day on which a judge now tries “ com- 
mon law cases” his chief clerks have a corresponding 
relief of one day on which nothing is referred to them. 
Under tue new arrangements they will not only be de- 
prived of that relief, but the judge will on that day be 
trying cases most of which will be referred to them. 
How many days the courts have on the average been 
occupied with common law cases it would take an expert 
to determine, but taking such a case as the Epping 
Forest case (Glasse v. The Commissioners of Sewers), 
which, we believe, was “‘on” at the Rolls twenty days, 
it is not difficult to understand the work the trial of this 
case by the new judge would practically have added to 
the chief clerks of the Master of the Rolls. It is aston- 
ishing that this very simple and obvious result should not 
have presented itself to the minds of the authorities. But, 
after all, this is not the greatest difficulty connected with 
the new scheme. No one has yet answered the question 
we asked when the proposal was first broached—How or 
by whom are the “common law cases” to be sorted 
out of the lists ? 





Westminster Hatt has been amused, if not edified 
this week by the judicial controversy as to the title of 
the learned judge who, whether he be justice, baron, or 
wee Henry,” is certainly Hawkins, J., for he is a 

judge” of the High Court by virtue of the patent 
appointing him, whatever be the title by which he is to 
be usually addressed. The controversy is only equalled 
in absurdity by the famous dispute in Bardell v. Pick- 
wick as to the spelling of the name of Mr. Samuel 
Weller. ,.**Do you spell your name with a“V” or a 

W” ?’ inquired the judge. ‘That. depends upon the 
taste and fancy of the speller, my lord,’ replied Sam. 
‘I never had occasion to spell it more.than once or twice 
- my life, but I spells it:with a “V.”’ Here a voice 
tom, the gallery exclaimed: aloud; ‘ Quite right, too, 





Samivel; quite right. Put it down with a: we, my 
lord; put it down with a we.’” How are we to 
put down the title of Hawkins, J.? The Lord Chief 
Baron tells us that he is not a baron nor a jus- 
tice either. Mr. Justice Mellor dislikes this “ crotchet,” 
and insists upon his ‘‘Brother Hawkins” being 
called a “justice”—and insists, as we think, quite 
tightly. For there can be no doubt that all judges 
of the High Court of Justice may properly be styled 
“ justices,” even under the Acts of 1873 and 1875. The 
forms which are annexed to the Act of 1875 distinctly 
recognize that title. Thus, in appendix D., form 5, we 
find the term “‘ Honorable Mr. Justice” employed to 
designate the judge before whom an action has been 
tried; and the same term is used in appendix B., form 
15. Under these Acts, therefore, although a new judge 
is to be styled in his appointment (see Act of 1873, s. 5) 
“‘ Judge of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice,’ he 
may, nevertheless, be addressed as Mr. Justice or the 
Honorable Mr. Justice. ‘“‘Judge” is not a title to 
which much favour would be shown in England. The 
dispute is altogether a frivolous and ridiculous one, and 
the Judicature Act just passed will set it at rest, for 
whilst passing through committee in the House of Lords, 
a clause has been added expressly enacting that 
‘the ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal shall be 
styled Lords Justices of Appeal, and the judges of the 
High Court of Justice (other than presidents of divisions) 
shall be styled Justices of the High Court.” In a 
few days, therefore, Hawkins, J., will be beyond question 
Mr. Justice Hawkins. 





‘© A West-Enp Manacine Cierx,” whose letter appears 
in another column, raises a question of some general 
interest. R. 6 of ord. 5 of the “ Rules of the Supreme 
Court (Costs),” 12th of August, 1875, ~ specifies deposi- 
tions, affidavits, and certificates as the documents copies 
of which may be presented by solicitors to the officers to 
be examined with the originals, filed and marked as 
office copies; and, in harmony with, and to give effect 
to, this rule, the order as to court fees dated the 28th 
of October, 1875, provides (under the ‘heading “ Copies”) 
that, “for examining a written or printed copy, and 
marking same as an office copy,’’ 2d. per folio is to 
be charged. The practice inthe common law divisions 
(as our correspondent states it) seems to be based upon 
a notion that, the documents above mentioned being the 
only documents specified in r. 6 of ord. 5 above referred 
to, copies required as office copies of all other docu- 
ments should be strictly made office copies, the charge, 
therefore, being either 6d. per folig or 4d: per folio, as 
the case may be. If this view be correct, then the 
masters in the common law divisions are right in 
charging for office-copies of judgments as for made 
office copies, whether such copies be really made 
in their offices or (to accelerate business) by 
the solicitors. But here the questién’ arises:— 
Why limit the application of the provision in the 
order as to court fees to the particular documents 
specified in r. 6 of ord. 5 of the “ Rules of the Supreme 
Court (Costs)” ? That provision is certainly applitable 
to those particular documents, and was’ intended, ‘no 
doubt, primarily, to apply to them, but then its terms 
aresogeneral as to be capable of application to any written 
or printed copy needing examination: in order to its be- 
ing marked as an officecopy. And it is this view which 
explains that more liberal application in: the» Chancery 
Division to which our correspondent» alludes: For 
instance, in the Record and Writ Office the provision of 
2d. per folio for examining and marking’ copies:as office 
copies is applied to documents delivered by being filed 
there as against defendants who have made default in 
appearing, the copies thus examined and marked being 

ted by other officers as sufficient proof of the 
filing or delivery: No doubt this practice is;in most 




















474 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





April 21, 1877, 





= 





instances, less expensive than would be the charge 
either for making an office copy of the document, or 
even for certifying the filing of it. Still the practice is 
explainable or justifiable only on the ground of the 
before-mentioned wider application of the provision in 
the order as to court fees; and, in view both of economy 
and despatch of busivess, it would certainly seem 
to be undesirable to limit the application of the charge 
of 2d. per folio to copies of those documents only which 

are specified in r. 6 of ord. 5 of the ‘‘ Rules of the 
Sanne Court (Costs).”’ 





WHATEVER DIFFICULTIES may attend the labours of 
the Legal Departments Commission in their dealings 
with some of the questions which they will have to con- 
sider—such, for instance, as the re-arrangement and 
distribution of the work of the chief clerks to the judges 
of the Chancery Division, which we alluded to last 
week—little difficulty need be felt in relation to some 
others. Details will, doubtless, give more trouble than 
general principles. It may be accepted as a fore- 
gene conclusion that there must be consolidation of 
offices. The spirit and intention of the Judicature 
Acts require it, the much-to-be-desired uniformity of 

procedure can alone be secured by it, and in one depart- 
ae at least of the business of the High Court it may, 
we think, be easily accomplished. One writ department 
might suffice for all the divisions of the court. This is 
recommended by the Legal Departments Commissioners 
in their second report, and, if carried out, another 
recommendation in that report may be applied with 
greatadvantage. Here we meet with a matter of detail. 
The commissioners recommend, in several instances, the 
employment of “writers” in some parts of the work 
at present done by “established clerks.” Now, it can- 
not be disputed that very much of the time of “estab- 
lished clerks,” in the offices in which writs are issued, is 
occupied in mere copying. In every case in which a writ 
commencing an actionin the High Courtisissued, an entry 
is made in the “cause book” showing the names of the 
ape to the action, together with some other particu- 
from the copy of the writ left with the 
oie at the time when the original writ is issued. 
Why may not a “writer” do this work? He could 
surely copy into the “‘ cause book” the title of an action, 
as appearing in the copy writ, as easily as he could 
copy the same title on a sheet of paper where an office 
copy is required? It is not, of course, suggested that all 
the entries required to be made in the “cause book ’”’ 
should be made by “ writers.” Obviously this could 
not be. But such entries may be divided into two kinds, 
and may be termed regalar and occasional, the regular 
embracing the original entry only, the occasional em- 
bracing all other entries necessarily arising in the course 
of an action. Considering that many thousands of writs 
commencing actions are issued annually in or from the 
London offices, the amount of mere copying in connec- 
tion with the regular entries made in the “cause 
books” must be, and is, very large indeed. The like 
observations apply, to some extent, to the work of making 
up indexes, notably the index to affidavits filed in the 
Pfam Division. The judicial statistics show that of 
these there are about 60,000 filed every year, the enter- 
ing of which in the index must, unquestionably, occupy 
a large portion of the office time of “established clerks” 
in the three divisions in the Record and Writ Office. If, 
therefore, “writers’’ were employed in the work to 
which our observations point, several advantages would 


employed in the offices in question. Here, then, is one 
direction in which it would seem to be possible to 
effect economy without much difficulty, and without 
impairing efficiency ; and probably we do but anticipate 
the intentions of the Legal Departments Commission in 
thus suggesting attention to it. 





SomME MISAPPREHENSION seems to have prevailed in the 
House of Commons on the recent vote of £120,325 for 
the new Law Courts. Hon. gentlemen seem to have 
imagined that the time for completion of some parts of 
the contracts has already expired. The fact is that the 
time of the first contract, which is for the eastern block, 
will expire in August. The first brick under Messrs. 
Bull’s contract was laid rather less than three years ago, 
and the offices in the eastern block are expected to be 
ready for occupation next spring. The period fixed for 
the larger western block, containing the courts, retiring 
and robing-rooms, &c., will expire in 1880; and if 
reasonable diligence is used, it does not seem impossible 
to carry out the contract within that time. It is worth 
while to observe that it is now twelve years since the 
Acts were passed authorizing the purchase of the site of 
the new Law Courts. 





GREaT EXERTIONS are being made to prepare a court 
for the new judge. A class-room under the library at 
Lincoln’s-inn has at length been selected as the scene of 
his labours, and workmen are now busily engaged in 
transforming it. The room is not ill proportioned or un- 
suitable for the purpose, though the entrance is narrow 
and tortuous; but, inasmuch as there is no door ator 
near the end where the bench is to be placed, a difficulty 
seemed likely to arise as to the means of entrance and 
exit for the learned judge; there is, however, happily 
a window through which, if his form is not too bulky, 
he may be lowered in a basket. 





— aoe 





THE BENCHERS’ COMPROMISE. 


Tus Lord Chancellor announced on Tuesday evening 
that the benchers of the Inns of Court had at last come 
to terms. The Inns of Court, he said, were willing 
that a council should be appointed to act for the four 
Inns; that the council should be composed of thirty 
members—six to be appointed by the Crown, and six 
each by the four Inns—and that provision should be made 
for a change, so that the same persons should not remain 
too long on the council. The Inns of Court were willing 
that the council of thirty should have the power of 
making rules for controlling legal education and admis- 
sion to the bar, and that it should have the administra- 
tion of discipline, with the power of investigation, and of 
requiring the attendance of witnesses. The Lord Chan- 
cellor further announced that he was prepared to intro- 
duce a Bill embodying what he had endeavoured to 
describe, and he thought there was reason to hope that 
if such a Bill was proposed this year it would be accepted 
elsewhere, and would become law. 

We are thus apparently close to the settlement for 
some considerable time of two questions which have for 
so many years been discussed—the question of the 
tribunal which should administer the discipline of the 
bar, and the question of legal education and 
admission to the bar; and it becomes worth while 
to consider what are the necessities of the case, and how 


follow—the entries might be in a style of writing far | far the proposals given in outline by the Lord Chan- 


more uniform than at present, and the time now given by 

“ established clerks” to such work would be released for 
other duties, of course, there would still remain 
to them, or tosome of them, the work of checking or ex- 
amining the entries made by the “ writers.” The arrange- 
ment would, moreover, greatly facilitate a reduction in 
the number of the “established clerks” at present 


cellor are likely to meet them. ‘We cannot pretend, 
until the Lord Ohancellor’s Bill has been printed, to do 
more than consider the subject generally, and we shall 
confine ourselves this week to the question of the dis- 
cipline of the bar. 

The main complaints which have been urged against 
the b enchers as a court of discipline have been these :— 
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‘They are self-elected, and a considerable portion of their 
number are Queen’s Counsel who have retired from the 
actual practice of the profession; and it has sometimes 
been suggested that they are not quite in sympathy wish 
the class who are subjected to their jurisdiction. We 
imagine that, in some respects, this objection is a little 
shadowy. Ifthe benchers are removed from the bar, 
they are also removed from the influence of the opinions 
and prejudices current at the bar with reference to par- 
ticular individuals, and can bring a more impartial judg- 
ment to bear in the decision of cases of discipline. But, 
nevertheless, we think some voice in the selection of the 
court of discipline should be given to the bar. 

A more serious objection is that the court, as at pre- 
sent constituted, is fluctuating, and governed by no 
definite or uniform principles of decision. If an inquiry 
Jasts longer than one day, it is very difficult to get all 
the same members together again, and so it may happen 
that all the members who give the decision have not 
heard all the evidence. Then, again, there are no fewer 
than four different sets of benchers, and each set may 
proceed upon different principles. If it is said that 
appeals from the decisions of all go to the judges, who 
may act as a regulating authority, the answer is that the 
appeal to the judges only lies on behalf of the accused, 
and then only when he has been disbarred or prevented 
from exercising his profession. The result of the pre- 
sent system was thus described a few years ago by a 
writer whose opportunities and powers of observation 
were very great: “Each of the four bodies in question 
is apprehensive of being thought unduly severe if it 
should turn out less lenient than its fellows, and thus is 
brought about a state of hesitancy or unwillingness to 
proceed to extremities in any avoidable case, which 
greatly diminishes the utility of the whole institution.” 
And, lastly, there is the great evil, admitted on all hands, 
that not one of these courts of discipline has the power 
of enforcing the attendance of witnesses. 

The benchers propose that the new tribunal shall con- 
sist of thirty members. The number appears to us to 
be far too great. A court of twelve or fifteen members 
would be infinitely more likely to preserve uniformity 
of decision and regularity of attendance. We venture 
to suggest that the elected members should be chosen 
not by the benchers of each Inn, but from the benchers 
of each Inn in actual practice; that the election should 
be by all barristers above a certain standing—say seven 
years; that the members elected should be elected for a 
term of years; that they should vacate their office on ap- 
pointment to a judicial post; that nine should be a 
quorum, and, of course, that the court should have 
power to summon witnesses. 

The advantages of this arrangement would be that the 
court would always be sufficiently large to insure 
freedom from personal bias, that it would act on fixed 
principles, and that it would be representative, while it 
would at the same time be removed from the influence 
of the current prejudices and opinions of the class on 
whose conduct it would have to adjudicate. We venture 
to hope that the promised Bill will embody these or some 
such provisions; and, if so, we think it will receive the 
hearty approval both of the bar and of the public, whose 
oo are not unconcerned in the settlement of this 
matter. 





We may call the attention of our readers to the notice 
by the senior registrar, which will be found in another 
column, with reference to the delivery of two copies of 
the pleadings in all actions standing for trial in the 
Chancery Division. 

On Tuesday, April 17, Vice-Chancellor Bacon, upon an 
pplication being made to him to fix a day for the trial 
&f a cause with witnesses, said that he had arrived at the 
Conclusion that the most convenient manner of taking 
these causes was to let them come on in their turns, aud in 
future he should act upon that rale, Tuesday and Wednes- 

Y in each week being set apart for trials with witnesses, 





THE REFORM OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. 


Tue Lord Chancellor, by some observations which he 
recently made in the House of Lords, has shown that he 
appreciates the evils and absurdities connected with our 
criminal procedure to which we called attention some 
timeago. He expressed his astonishment that, while we 
had shown the greatest energy in endeavouring to reform 
our civil procedure, we had done so little in the way of 
reforming our criminal procedure. He illustrated the 
cumbrousness of the present forms by reference to the 
case of Banner Oakley. In that case the indictment 
against the prisoner was framed under the most careful 
advice; and, although the gentleman who drew it up 
felt the absurdity of it, it was thought that it would not 
be safe in any other form. The indictment consisted of 
140 counts, and the parchment roll on which it was 
transcribed was eighty yards in length. It was con- 
ceived, however, said his lordship, that, for the purpose 
of avoiding those pitfalls which existed in the criminal 
procedure, it was necessary to have an indictment of 
that kind. We hope that argument is unnecessary to 
convince every sensible person that such a mode of pro- 
cedure is highly undesirable if any less cumbrous and 
more natural expedient could be substituted that should 
preserve the elements of usefulness that exist in the old 
indictment. 

The devising of such an expedient will require 
great care and skill, but we have no doubt that 
the principles upon which the alterations in the mode 
of civil pleading were made must be the governing 
principles with regard to any change of criminal pro- 
cedure. The main principle of the modern pleading is 
that the facts are to be pleaded, leaving the conclusions 
of law that arise therefrom to be drawn by the court; 
but there is, undoubtedly, somewhat greater difficulty 
in the application of the principle to criminal pleading, 
because amendments are not so freely made in respect of 
criminal matters. The necessity of a variety of alterna- 
tive ways of stating a charge, which is the main cause 
of the great length of some indictments, arises from the 
circumstance that, from the facts as they appear on the 
depositions, or are expected to be proved by the witnesses, 
various slightly-differing inferences of law or fact may 
frequently be drawn, and the description of the charge 
in each count is more or less varied in order to meet the 
particular inference which the tribunal may draw. 
The traditional feeling of unwillingness to amend in a 
criminal matter renders it dangerous to select one of the 
various possible ways of laying the charge. 

We do not feel clear that prisoners are entitled 
to all the law that is given them in these re- 
spects. They ought to have notice of the facts 
that are to be proved against them. That they 
usually get from the depositions. But, besides this, 
no doubt they ought to have some notice of the way 
in which the charge is to be shaped from the facts. In 
the more ordinary cases the whole question of indict- 
ments is one of very little importance. The indictment 
is very short, and, if of little use, is of no great harm. 
But in the more complex cases of conspiracy, fraud, and 
such like, there are nice questions of law often involved, 
and the prisoner’s counsel ought to be able to consider 
the facts, before coming to trial, by the light of some 
knowledge of the way in which the prosecutor is going 
to shape his case with regard to inferences both of law 
and of fact which he seeks to draw from the facts. It 
seems to us that this might be done by way of particu- 
lars to be delivered to the prisoner. 

Surely something can be Cone to preserve us from 
the waste of time and trouble, and also from the 
great risk of failure of justice —a consideration that 
cannot be too much insisted on—which are involved in 
our present system? It would seem from the Lord 
Chancellor's remarks that some changes in the criminal 
law in the direction of greater simplicity of procedure 
are in contemplation. 
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Rebhtews. 


ECCLESIASTIOAL LAW. 


Tue Boox or Cuuncs Taw. By the Rev. J. H. Buunt, 
M.A. Revised by W. G. F. Puiutmore, D.C.L. 
Second Fdition. London: Rivingtons. 


Tue CHURCHWARDEN’s Guipz. By W. G. Brooxz, M.A. 
Ninth Edition. London: Knight & Co. 


Both these manuals are well done, and deserve the 
popularity which they have already attained. The first 
of them, as its title indicates, covers more ground than 
the second. Indeed, clergy and laity will find in it a 
very fair and sufficiently full account of all their legal: 
rights and duties. The second is strictly confined to 
matters belonging to the office of churchwarden. 

Mr. Blunt, after shortly describing the sources and 

administration of church law, proceeds to treat of his 
subject in what seems to be a very convenient order. 
Book 2, under the title of “The Ministrations of the 
Church,” deals with the things done in church, such as 
divine service in general, baptism, confirmation, 
marriage, &c.; books 3 and 4, under the titles of ‘‘ The 
Parochial Clergy” and ‘‘ Parochial Lay Officers,” deal 
with the persons who do them; book 5 is devoted to 
* Churches and Churchyards,” and book 6 to ‘“‘ Endow- 
ments.” The information given is accurate, but in one 
respect it is given in a form which may be misleading. 
A text writer is, of course, bound to state the law as it 
is, and has nothing to do with the correctness of the 
judicial decisions which he records. Mr. Blunt, as 
revised by Dr. Walter Phillimore, does state the law, 
but, in respect of those matters of ritual observance 
which have recently been discussed before the Privy 
Council, he states it in such a way as to convey to his 
readers the impression that the law, as at present settled 
in Hebbert v. Purchas (Brooke, P. C. Judgments, 162), 
is very doubtful. He gives full references to the over- 
ruled judgments on vestments, &c., of Sir R. Phillimore, 
and obviously sympathizes with the view taken of these 
questions by that learned judge. He then states that 
the Privy Council has reversed these judgments, but 
nowhere gives any distinct reference to the reports of 
the Privy Council decisions. This is scarcely the proper 
method of compiling a text-book, which is meant for 
those who want to know what the law is, and not what, 
in the writer's opinion, it ought to be. What the pend- 
ing judgment in the appeal of Mr. Ridsdale may deter- 
mine we cannot tell, but even assuming that it entirely 
deprives the judgment in Hebbert v. Purchas of 
authority, that would not justify a text writer in antici- 
pating the result. With the exception of this blemish 
we can cordially commend the work to our readers. 

Mr. Brooke is already favourably known as the editor 
of ‘Six Privy Council Judgments,” and of a useful 
edition of the Public Worship Regulation Act. The 
“ Churchwarden’s Guide” is a reprint of a work edited 
by Mr. Lovesy, with such alterations as legislation and 
recent decisions require. We have particularly noticed 
the accurate account given of the law as to church 
ornaments, which is gathered chiefly from the decisions 
of the Privy Council in Westerton v. Liddell, Martin v. 
Mackonochie, and Hebbert v. Purchas (Brooke, P. C. 
Judgments, 42, 103, 162). There are also some useful 
remarks upon the famous Public Worship Regulation 
Act. “It cannot,” says the writer, “be too frequently 
or emphatically stated that the Act made no change 
whatever in the law of the Church, nor has it abolished 
any of the old and constituted methods of procedure. 
It provides 2 more economical and summary method of 
procedure as an alternative, but limited in its applica- 
tion to certain classes of offences against the law.” The 
old methods of procedure were, in fact, abolished, so far 
as regards criminal inst clergymen for 


—<———4 
which practically deprived the consistorial courts of 
jurisdiction. The union of the two offices of Dean of: 
Arches and Official Principal of York is effected by the 

later statute, but the ancient diocesan tribunals had 
already been superseded. 

Both the “ Book of Church Law” and the “ Church- 
warden’s Guide” contain sections as to the qualification 

and election of churchwardens. But neither work yen. 

tures to pronounce on the disputed point of the right of 

women to vote at their election. This was a question. 
upon which, as our readers may remember, the Attorney. 

General recently refused to give an opinion in Parliament, 
There is, however, no doubt that a woman may serve the 

office, and in some cases a woman has served it. But it 

does not follow that, in the absence of custom, she can 

vote. An Irish peer may sit in the House of Commons, 

and yet cannot vote as an elector. Still, the fact that a 

woman can serve is an argument for permitting her to 

vote, and would no doubt have due weight if an attempt 

were made formally to establish her electeral right. 


EXAMINATION GUIDE. 


A New anp Comprete Examination Guipr anp Inrpo- 
DUCTION TO THE LAW; FORTHE UsE or ARTICLEn Oxzrxs. 
AND THOSE WHO CONTEMPLATE ENTERING THE Lrga, 
Proression, &c., &c. By Joun Francis Burin, 
Solicitor. Stevens & Sons. 


This seems in the main a sensible and useful guide 
for the legal tyro. Mr. Butlin takes up his pupil at the 
very commencement of his career, and advises him, first 
of all, as to whether he ought to ventare on the thorny 
path of law. He is warned that to excel in the profession 
he must, “ apart from legal knowledge, possess a sharp 
and dexterous wit, a sound and retentive memory, and a 
prompt and ready delivery”; and “if the aspirant is 
conscious of any great deficiency in these respects, the 
profession of the law is one of the last that he should 
think of entering.” The only exception which can be 
taken to this excellent advice is that few aspirants can 
be brought to a consciousness of any deficiency in these 
respects. In another respect deficiency will be more 
frequently admitted. “Apart from special circum. 
stances, no one who has not money should think of 
becoming a solicitor. . In ordinary cases where 
@ premium is paid it cannot cost much less than £500 to 
become a solicitor.’ But, notwithstanding all the 
difficulties which present themselves to the aspirant, 
Mr. Butlin encourages him with the statement that 
“the solicitor’s position is not much to be com- 
plained of, although the average income is not high. 
He possesses many advantages over others in the invest. 
ment of his money,” and lucrative offices are open to him. 
Mr. Butlin then discusses in detail the preliminary exami- 
nation, articles, and the office. As to the latter the advice 
given is very practical; we should like, indeed, to place 
this chapter in the hands of every beginner in a solicitor’s 
office. Next follow suggestions as to the intermediate 
examination, and hints on reading. We see less advan- 
tage in the short outlines of the contents of text- 
books which succeed these chapters. The notes recom- 
mended to be made by the student himself would seem 
to supply all that these chapters give, and would certainly 
impress the subjects more effectually on hismemory. But 
the statements appear to be accurate and clearly expressed. 
Chapter 8 deals with office work and reading, and chapter 
9 with the final examination and the method of reading 
for a pass and honours respectively; the six following 
chapters contain a brief outline of the main heads of 
common Jaw, equity, the new practice, bankruptcy, 
criminal law, probate and divorce, and the last chapter 
treats of admission. In the appendix examination papet®,. 
tables of statutes, &c., are given. 
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Geneval Correspanvernc ev. 
*,* An Aggrieved Parent.—We do not give legal 


Orrice Corres or JuDGMENTs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir, —How is it that in the common law divisiu ns 
one has to pay 6d. per folio for office copies of 
adgments, although the copies are almost invariably 
made by solicitors, while at the Record and Writ Clerks’ 
Office, if the copy is made by the solicitor, only 2d. per 
folio is charged? How is it, also, that solicitors are 
allowed the costs (if proper to be made) of making the 
copy, while the common law masters not only decline to 
allow the costs of copying, but also charge the same fees 
as if the copies were made in the master’s office ? 

These inconsistencies ought not to exist, and I venture 
to submit that the masters are wrong. 

The schedule tg the order of October 28, 1875, sets 
out what fees are to be taken in the various offices, and 
amongst others the following :— 

For examining a written or printed copy and 

marking same as an Office copy, for each 
folio . . ° ° ° ° e « 

For making a copy and marking same as an 

office copy, for each folio . . . . 6d. 

The common law masters seem to decline to allow 
solicitors the privilege of making their own copies, but 
IT hope they will alter a rule which appears to me to be 
misconceived and unfair. 

April 16. A West-Enp Manacine Cierx. 








Cases of the (eek. 


Firg InsukaNcE—DovuBe InsuraNcE—ConrTRIBUTION .— 
Ina case of The North British and Mercantile Insurance 
Company v. The London, Liverpool, and Globe Insurance 
Company, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 13th inst., 
“a question of considerable importance arose with regard 
to contribution between two insurers of property destroyed 
Som The owner ofa wharf, in which grain was stored, 

&@ policy of insurance with the defendant insurance 
company, covering grain, “ the assured’s own, or on com- 
mission for which he is responsible.” The policy contained 
the following condition :—“TIf, at the time of any loss or 
damage by fire happening to any property hereby insured, 
there be any other subsisting insurance or insurances, 
whether effected by the insured or any other person, cover- 
ing the same property, this company shall not be liable to 

y or contribute more than its rateable proportion of such 

. ogg or damage.” One of the persons who had stored 
gtain in the warehouse, effected for his own protection 
S separate policy of insurance with the plaintiff company 
onhisown grain. This policy contained a condition in 
the same words as the condition in the wharfinger’s policy. 
By the custom of the trade the wharfinger was sbsolutely 
liable to the oustomer for the value of his grain in case of 
ils. destruction by fire. A fire took place which destroyed 
the grain in the wharf, The loss was fully covered by the 
Wharfinger’s policy. ‘The question then arose between ihe 
two companies whether the whole loss of the customer's 
gain must be borne by the wharfinger’s policy, or whether 
the customer’s policy ought not to contribute rateably. 
The companies contributed to make good the loss, 
&nd the action was then brought to determine their 
Tespective liabilities, Jessel, M.R., held that the con- 

did not apply to the case, and that the whole loss 
must be borne by the wharfinger’s policy, and this decision 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (James and Mellish, 
LJJ., and Baggallay, J.A.). The ground of the decision 
Wasthis—that, the wharfinger being absolutely liable to the 

Customer, if the latter had sued his insurers, and had 
Tecovered from them, they would have been entitled to sue 

the wharfinger in the customer's name for what they had 
paidtohim. They were, in fact, only sureties to the 





ccstomer for a. loss for which the wharfinger was 
primarily liable as principal. The wharfinger’s insurers 
stood in @ different position, for they were liable to him, 
and he had no remedy over as the customer had. The 
customer’s insurers, upon paying him, had the right of 
subrogation to his remedies against the wharfinger, the 
wharfinger’s insurers had no such right. And the con- 
dition contained in the perfectly independent contract 
between the wharfinger and his insurers could have no 
effect upon this right of subrogation, and indeed, ag 
Mellish, L.J., said, even if the condition applied, and the 
customer’s insurers had paid half the loss, they would be 
entitled to recover what they had so paid from the wharf- 
inger, who was liable to the customer for the whole loss, 
and thus in substance the customer’s insurers were rot 
liable at all, unless in the event of the wharfinger being 
unable, either himself or through. his insurers, to pay in 
full, The decision is of importance in two points of view. 
In the first place it is understood that the condition in 
question was settled on behalf of the principal fire in- 

surance companies with the express intention of meeting 
such cases. And in the next place there are, as Mellish, 
LJ., said, not many English cases with regard to con- 
tribution between co-insurers in the case of fire policies, 

though there are American cases on the subject. But his 
lordship said that he could see no reason why the principle 
which applies to marine policies should not apply equally 
to fire policies, it being well settled: in the case of double 
insurances by marine policies that the right of contribu- 
tion exists only when the two insurances are in respect of 
the same right in the property, and not where they are in 
respect of totally different rights. In every case in which two 
persons, having different interests in the same property, 

might each insure the property for its full value, the one of 
them had a remedy over against the other—as, for instance, 
in the case of mortgagor and mortgagee—and the insurer of 
the one who possessed that remedy over was entitled, upon 

paying the loss, to be subrogated to that remedy over. No 
right of contribution between the two insurers existed in 
such a case, but the principle of such authorities as Mason y. 

Sainsbury (3 Doug. 61) and Clark v. The Inhabitants of 
Blything (2 B. & C. 254) applied. The case before the 
court was really a case of a bailment of goods upon a 
special contract that the bailee should in any event be 
liable for the value of the goods in ease of their loss by fire, 

whereas under an ordi contract of bailment the 
bailee would only have been liable for negligence, and it 
made no difference that in the one case the bailee was liable 
in an action founded on contract and in the other onan 
action in tort. There could be no doubt that, where the 
bailee was absolutely liable to the bailor for the value of 
the property in case of its destruction by fire, the bailor’s 
insurers would, upon paying theloss to him, be subrogated 
to his right of action against the bailee, and this could not 

be a case of contribution between the two insurers. The 

condition, therefore, could not apply. And if it had any 

application, it could only operate to diminish the right of 

the wharfinger to recover against his own insurers, which 

could hardly have been the intention of the company, and, 

indeed, they repudiated any such intention. 


ExzcuroR—WI.FvL DxravittT—OMIssION TO CONVERT 
SPECULATIVE SEcuRITIES.—In a case of Marsden v. Kent, 
heard by the Court of Appeal on the 14th inst., a question 
arose whether executors ought to be charged with wilful 
default under the following circumstances:—The testator 
died. in July, 1873. By his will he gave the whole of his 
property (after payment of debts, &c., and one small legacy) 
to his executors, on trust to divide the same equally among 
four persons, all of whom were sui juris. The will con- 
tained no provision as to the time of conversion. The 
estate consisted in part of three bonds of an American 
Railway Company, which, at the date of the probate of the 
will, about a month after the testator’s death, were saleable 
at £153 piece. The market price of the bonds afterwards 
fell continuously (with the exception of one small rise in 
February, 1874), until the institution, in May, 1875, of the 
suit to administer the estate. The executors sold two of 
the bonds in November, 1874, for £52 a piece. When the 
suit came to a hearing in May, 1876, the third bond, which 
still remained unsold, was worth in the market only £10. 
One of the cestuis que trustent had pressed the executors to 
sell; the other three had either assented to the retaining of 
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the bonds or had expressed no dissent. The bill prayed 

that the executors might be declared liable to make good 

to the estate the value of the bonds at the time of the 
testator’s death. The Court of Appeal (James and Mellish, 
L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.), affirming the decision of 
Hall, V.C., held that the executors had exercised a reason- 
able discretion, and that so much of the bill as sought to 
make them liable for wilful default must be dismissed with 
costs. In so holding the court adopted the decision of 
Lord Cottenham, when M.R., in Buxton v. Buxton (1 My. & 
©. 80), and as the authority of that case was apparently 
somewhat shaken by Hughes v. Empson (22 Beav. 181) and 
Grayburn vy. Clarkson (16 W. R. 716, L. R. 3 Ch. 605) the 
decision in Marsden v. Kent is worthy of being noted. 


SuMMONS GNDER VENDOR AND PurcuaseR Act, 1874, s. 
9—JurispicTion oF CourtT—Evmence or TITLE.—A ques- 
tion of importaace as to the admissibility of evidence of 
title upon a summons under section 9 of the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act of 1874 arose before the Court of Appeal, on 
the 14th inst., in a case of In re Burroughes and Lynn. Some 
property which comprised (inter alia) some uninclosed 
heath land was sold by auction as freehold. The purchaser, 
on investigating the abstract of title furnished by the 
wendor, objected that the vendor had not shown any title to 
the soil of the heath land, the suggestion being that the 
soil really belonged to the lord of the manor, and that the 
wendor possessed only a right of pasturage. Ultimately 
the vendor took out a summons under the Act, asking for a 
declaration that he had shown a good title to the heath 
land in accordance with the particulars and conditions of 
sale. The evidence produced upon the hearing of the 
summons consisted of stafutory declarations which the 
vendor had obtained, showing the exercise of acts of owner- 
ship over the heath land by bis predecessors in title, leases of 
the heath land granted by one of his predecessors in title, 
and affidavits made since the issuing of the summons by 
various persons, on behalf of both vendor and purchaser, 
upon which the deponents had been cross-examined before 
the examiner. The statutory declarations had been pro- 
duced before the issuing of the summons. Jessel, M.R., 
refused to admit the affidavits and cross-examinations, 
upon the ground (expressed in his order) “that evidence by 
affidavit upon requisitions as to title under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act ought not to be given unless required by the 
judge,’’ and upon the other evidence his lordship held that 
a good title had been shown by the vendor in accordance 
with the particulars and conditions of sale, and made a 
declaration accordingly, ordering the purchaser to pay the 
ests of the summons. The Court of Appeal (James and 
Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) held that the rejected 
evidence ought to have been admitted, and varied the order 
by directing that evidence to be entered as read, though upon 
tuat evidence they still held that a good title had been 
skown, and ordered the purchaser to pay the costs of the 
appeal. James, L.J., said that upon a summons under the 
Act the parties were placed in the same position, and the 
court had exactly the same powers, as if a reference to 
chambers as to title had been made in a suit for the specific 
performance of the contract. Under such a reference it 
would have been open to the purchaser to show that the 
vendor was not the owner of the land which he purported 
to sell, and if the court could not upon a summons under 
the Act admit such evidence, it might, as Mellish, L.J., 
said, declare that a good title had been shown to property 
from which the purchaser could be ejected next day. And, 
as was urged in the course of the argument, if, after the 
declaration that a good title had been shown, the vendor 
brought an action for the specific performance of the con- 
tract, the purchaser would have great difficulty in defending 
the action when the opinion of the court had been already 
expressed against him, even although that opinion was 
founded upon the vendor’sevidencealone. As James, L.J., 
said, the object of section 9 of the Act was merely to enable 
the parties to come to the court in a summary way, without 
the formalities of bill and answer, to obtain a decision on 
such questions as matters of title. The decision is 
important, especially as it to a great extent qualifies what 
was said by James, L.J., in the recent case of In re Popple 
and Barratt's Contract (25 W. R. 248, noted ante, p. 219), 
that “the summary jurisdiction created by section 9 of the 
Act was not intended to apply to a case where there were 





disputed facts, but was only meant to afford a read 
of settling short points of law or construction.” 


y means 


ApmigaLty Action—CoLLision THROUGH Fautt or Cou. 
PULSORY PiLot—Costs or ArpraL—Orp. 55; Orp. 58, R, 
5.—In a case of The General Steam Navigation Company v. 
The Owners of the Ship Daoiz, recently decided by the 
Court of Appeal, the action was brought for the damages 
resulting from a collision between the plaintiffs’ and the 
defendants’ ships. The defence was that the collision wag 
caused through the fault of a compulsory pilot, and that 
therefore the owners were not liable. The Admiralty 
Division held that the collision was not due to the fault of 
the pilot, and held the defendants liable. The Court of 
Appeal came to the contrary conclusion, holdiag that the 
pilot was alone to blame, and on this ground they aliowed 
the appeal, and directed that each party should pay his 
own costs in the Admiralty Division. The defendants 
understood that the court also gave them the costs of the 
appeal. The registrar, however, refused to draw up the 
order in this way, being of opinion that, according to the 
rule in such cases as laid down in The General Birch (20 
Soricitors’ JouRNAL, p. 561), each party ought to bear hig 
own costs of the appeal. The question was mentioned to 
the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., James and Mellish, 
L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) on the 18:h inst., when they 
held that the registrar was right, and that each party must 
bear his own costs of the appeal. 


Costs oF ABANDONED ApPEAL—Orp. 58, R. 8.—In 9 
case of Price v. Price, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 
18th inst., notice of appeal had been given by the un. 
successful party, but the appeal was not set down in proper 
time, and could therefore be treated as abandoned. 
The respondents, acting on the authority of Webb v. Mansel 
(25 W. R. 389), gave a notice of motion in the Court of 
Appeal asking that the appellants might be ordered to 
pay their costs of the abandoned appeal. The court 
(Jessel, M.R., James and Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, 
J.A.) gave the costs asked for, and also the costs of the 
application. 


DEFENCE STRUCK OUT—MoTION ON DEFAULT OF PLEAD- 
ING—VEsTING OrDER—ORD. 31, R. 20; Orv. 29, R. 10— 
TrustgE Act, 1850, s. 43.—On the 14th inst, MW. 
Barber, for the plaintiff, in Fisher v. Hughes, moved for 
judgment against the defendant Evan Birchley, on default 
of pleading, in the following terms:—‘‘ That he be re- 
moved from the office of trustee of the will of John Hughes, 
deceased, inthe statement of claim named; and that all 
necessary and proper directions be given for such purpose, 
or that such other judgment may be given as upon the 
statement of claim the court should consider the plaintiff to 
be entitled to.” The action was commenced by one of three 
surviving trustees against the other two, and claimed to 
have the defendant Birchley removed from his trusteeship 
on the ground of misconduct and insolvency, and to have 
new trustees appointed in lieu of him and a de 
trustee. A vesting order was also claimed. On the 23rd 
of January an order for discovery of documents was 
made against both defendants. Birchley delivered his 
defence on the 10th of February, but made default in filing 
an affidavit of dccuments; and after several adjournments 
Hall, V.C., in chambers, made.an order under ord. 31, tr. 
20, striking out his statement of claim and placing him ia 
the same position as if he had not pleaded. The present 
motion was, therefore, made as in default of pleading under 
ord. 29, r. 10, against the defendant Birchley alone, a 
W. Barber submitted that the terms of the notice of motion 
were sufficient to include a vesting order, and said that if 
one were made now it would probably be unnecessary to 

rosecute the action, as the plaintiff and the defendant 
Iughes would be able to appoint new trustees under & 
power in the will. Hall, vi. made an order, with costs, 
on affidavit of service, removing the defendant Birchley 
from the office of trustee, and vesting his estate in the other 
two trustees, 


Costs—Invanr PuarntirF—Liusiiity or Nxt FRign. . 
—An important point as to the liability of the next friend 
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of infant plaintiffs to pay costs, and his right to re-imburse- 
ment, arose in Caley v. Caley, before Vice-Chancellor Hall, 
op the 14thinst. At a previous stage of the suit some of the 
defendants had been dismissed by Stuart, V.C., with costs 
to be paid by the next friend of the infant plaintiffs, but the 
question how such costs were ultimately to be borne was not 
reserved, nor was the order made expressly without pre- 
‘udice to any application on the subject by the next friend. 
it was admitted that the portion of the suit which had been 
allowed to proceed was for the benefit of the infants, and 
counsel for several of them who had now attained twenty- 
one stated that they considered the proceedings against 
the defendants who had been dismissed were also for their 
benefit, and that they were willing to pay their share of the 
costs. Robinson, Q.C., and Speed, for the next friend, con- 
tended that he was entitled to bere-imbursed by those of the 
— who ,were still infants, and cited Whitaker v. 
farlow (1 Cox, 285) as an authority that nothing short of a 
dishonest intention was svfficient to fix a next friend 
personally with costs. Mere mistake as to the proper 
ies was not sufficient. The Vice-Chancellor, however, 
considered that an order for a next friend to pay costs was 
final against him personally, unless some reservation of the 
question was contained in the order, and that the matter 
gould not be opened upon further consideration. 


FinaL JUDGMENT For LiquipaTED DEMAND WHERE Writ 
SPECIALLY INDORSED—JupDIcaTuRE Act, 1875, Orp. 14, kB. 
1,.—An application on appeal from chambers was made in 
the Exchequer Division on the 12th inst. to sign final judg- 
ment in the case of French and others v. Lear. The 
matters in dispute had been referred to an arbitrator, and 
the present writ purported to be specially indorsed under 
ord. 3, r. 6, for the amount which was due to the plaintiffs 
on his award, together with interest. By the terms of 
the award it appeared that the plaintiffs, who were a firm 
of solicitors, were to pay all the costs of the reference, and 
the amount of the defendant’s costs was to be deducted 
from the amount. awarded. The defendant had not speci- 
fied the amount of these costs, and contended, therefore, 
that this was not a liquidated demand, which could be 
specially indorsed under ord. 3,r.6. ‘The plaintiffs then 
applied to sign judgment for the amount of the award, 
subject to the deduction of such costs of reference as 
should be found due to the defendant on taxation, on the 
poeele on which an action may be brought for costs 

fore taxation. The court (Kelly, C.B., and Cleasby, B.) 
held, however, that this could not be done, and that the 
plaintiffs were not entitled to sign final judgment until the 
amount of these costs had been ascertained, and their writ 
indorsed with a claim for a specific sum of money. 


JuRisptcTiIoN oF Master aT CHAMBERS—EXTENSION 
or Trmze—County Court Act, 1875, s. 6.—It has now 
been settled by the divisional court that applications for 
extension of time should be made before a master in the 
first instance. Hitherto such applications have been 
constantly refused by the masters on the ground that they 
have no jurisdiction to grant them, and, on the other 

, the judges at chambers have occasionally referred 

to the masters. In the case of Deursley v. Dearsley 

the plaintiff was desirous of appealing from the decision 
of the county court judge, who tried theaction on the 13th 
of March last. No divisional court for the hearing of 
county court appeals sat during the eight days allowed for 
appeal by the County Courts Act, 1875, and therefore the 
plaintiff's solicitor attempted to apply ex parte at chambers 
on the 2lst for extension of time. He attended day after 
day for this purpose, but, on account of the crush, could 
not get before the judge (Cleasby, B.) until the 24th. The 
judge referred the matter to the divisional court which 
#at on the 26th, and after several delays and postpone- 
ments the motion came on to be heard on the 17th of April 
in the Exchequer Division, when the court (Kelly, O.B., 
and Hawkins, J.), in granting the rule, said that these 
pepiantions for extension of time should always be made 

ore @ master in the first instance. 








THE LORD CHANCELLOR ON THE BLOCK IN 
CHAMBERS. 


On Friday, the 13th inst., the Lorp CHANcELLOR, in moving 
the second reading of the Supreme Court of Judicature Bill, 
said the object of the measure was to provide an additional 
judge for the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice- 
The circumstances which rendered this proposal necessary 
would involve a consideration of the state of business in the 
various courts, and as this was a subject which excited very 
much interest out of doors, he would ask their lordships te 
occupy them for a short time while he stated why, in the 
Opinion of the Government, the proposal iz this Bill had be- 
come necessary. At the beginning of the present year his 
attention was called to the increase of business in the Chan- 
cery Division of the High Court of Justice. He received, 
among other communications, a letter from the Incorporated 
Law Society, which he would lay on the table that evening, 
because he proposed to allude to certain statements which it 
contained. Those statements were deserving of notice be- 
cause of the intelligence and importance of the body from 
whom they emunated, and because they were made with great 
care and great accuracy. The representations of the Incor- 
porated Law Society had reference—first, to the causes andi 
matters before the judges; secondly, to the business in the 
chambers of the chief clerks; and, lastly, to the business 
in the registrars’ office. After referring to the first subject 
at some length the Lord Chancellor continued:—As to the 
602 causes now standing for hearing, he had no doubt that, 
owing to the assiduity of the judges, they would all be dis- 
posed of within a reasonably short time; but he was bound 
to say that, having regard to the pressure on the time of tlie 
judges arising from petitions and motions, he was afraid that 
all those causes, with the additional ones which would come 
on during the sittings, could not disposed of before the long. 
vacation, and therefore he was of opinion ‘that the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society were warranted in saying that the judicia¥ 
power of the Chancery Division and the High Court of Justice 
was inadequate. In those circumstances her Majesty’s Govera* 
ment felt it to be their duty to propose to Parliament the ad- 
dition of one judge to the ordinary judges of the High Court 
of Justice. The Bill provided for the appointment of the ad- 
ditional judge, and it proposed that, in the first instance, 
that additional judge should be assigned to the Chancery Divi- 
sion, Of course, like all other judges appointed since the 
ssing of the Judicature Act, he would be liable be trans- 

erred to any other division than the one to which he was first 
appointed in the event of the business in tke latter being such 
as that his services were no longer required in it. The In- 
corporated Law Society referred not merely to the state of 
business in chambers and in the registrars’ office. The 
judges of the Chancery Division had at present three chief 
clerks and a considerable number of ordinary clerks. The 
Government did not propose that the judge to be appointed 
under this Bill should have any chamber clerks or should 
be charged with the conduct of business in chambers. He 
would explain the reason why. The Incorporated Law 
Society, speaking of the business in chambers, expressed 
themselves in this way :— 

‘¢In reference to the chief clerks’ office, the council 
would only desire to say that they frequently receive com- 
plaints of the difficulty and delay in getting inquiries pro- 
secuted in chambers; of the assiduity of the chief clerks 
there can be no question, but they, like the judges, cannot 
keep pace with the increase and accumulation of business, 
and the fact is that it is not practicable in most of the 
chambers to obtain any appointment for a sufficient length 
of time to make any real progress in an inquiry except at 
intervals of a month, and often more, It is manifest thas 
the only practicable mode of relieving the pressure on the 
chief clerks is by relieving the pressare on the judges.” 

The Government proposed that the judge to be appointed 
under this Bill should hear those cases which before the 
passing of the Judicature Act would probably have been 
brought in the common law courts, and which did not 
require to be dealt within chambers; but if he found 
that from the pressure of business in the chambers of the 
other judges additional assistance there would be required, 
it would be his duty to propose it. He was bound, how- 
ever, to say that, after careful inquiries, he could not see 
any block or any serious delay in the chambers of the 
chancery judges. He had referred to the learned jadgea 
themselves, and he would read for their lordships one of 
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the reports made to him from each of the chief clerks of 
those learned judges. From one of the chief clerks of 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon he had this statement :— 

“There is no block in the business of these chambers. 
It can be worked through expeditiously if solicitors are 
desirous of doing so. If an appointment of two or three 
honrs is required, the longest time solicitors have to wait 
is a fortnight, but generally such appointments can be 
given within a much shorter time. Short appointments 
(that is, not exceeding half an hour) can always be given 
within three or four days of the application. In pressing 
matters arrangements are always made for the immediate 
disposal of them, whether a long or a short appointment is 
required. The time allotted to each appointment is suffi- 
cient to dispose of as much evidence as the solicitors are 
prepared to produce.” 

By one of the chief clerks of Vice-Chancellor Hall this 
report was given :— 

‘* Notwitstanding the additional work thus created, 
there is no ‘block,’ as it is termed, here. An appoint- 
ment to proceed for one or two hours on any special 
inquiry or account could be given, after the Haster recess, 
for a day as early as the 25th of April, and similar 
appointments could be procured after that day. Special 
appointments at a quarter-past ten in the morning for 

three-quarters of an hour could also be given for as 
early a date as the 19th of April.” 

From the chambers of Vice-Chancellor Malins there 
was this statement :— 

“Before the chief clerk.— Half-hour appointments— 
3efore eleven on April 12, and at and after one on April 18. 
One hour appointment—Before eleven oa April 14, and 
at and after one on April 18. Two hours appointment— 
On April 20. Before the junior clerks.—One hour and up- 
on on April 16. From the above dates the books are 
clear.” 


From the chambers of the Master of the Rolls there was 
this statement :— 

“Tt is the practice to divide the day into two nearly 
equal parts, and to devote the first part to summonses, and 
the second to appointments, varying from ten minutes to 
two hours in Jength. As regards the accounts and in- 
quiries, I do not think that any additional delay has arisen. 
As regards summonses the case is different. The usual 
return for a summons is the third day from that of its date, 
and uatil recently it was found practicable, with rare ex- 
ceptions, to make all summonses returnable on the third 
day. It is still practicable to do this with the simpler kind 
of summonses, such as those for time, for production of 
documents, for payment into court of purchase-money, and 
the like ; but for special summonses it has been found neces- 
sary tomake the return longer, and they are now commonly 
made returnable at ten, and sometimes at fourteen days, 
and this is still a growing evil. The above is the result of 
my experience in my own division, but I have reason to 
know that it corresponds in the main with the experience of 
my colleagues.” 

He had been anxious that their lordships should know 
the information he had received as to the state of business 
in the chambers of the judges. He had not the least 
objection if a case were made out for it to advise Parlia- 
ment to strengthen the staff in the judges’ chambers ; but 
be had.a great objection to make any such proposition un- 
less there was a clear case of emergency, and he was not 
satisfied that there was any such case. Without appoint- 
ing an additional staff, care would be taken to lighten the 
business in chambers. Under the Judicature Act power 
was given for the appointment of official referees, but he 
found that the business referred to those officers had not 
been sufficient to occupy their time. It was said that this 
was owing to the scale of fees payable in the case of refer- 
ence to the official referees. He thought there was ground 
for the allegation, and a change would be made in that 
respect by which, in proceedings before the official 
referees, only one single fee would be taken. The judges 
in the Court of Chancery were prepared to assign to the offi- 
cial referees business, which would much lighten that now 
discharged in chambers. The third point to which the 
Incorporated Law Society directed attention was that 
relating to the registrars’ office. In their letter there was 
this statement :— 

“In regard to the registrars’ office, as to the delay in 








which there have been so many complaints in the public 
papers, the council have made inquiries and learn that those 
complaints are only too well founded, and the reason is not 
far to seek. It appears that in 1866 the number of orders 
drawn up was 13,400, in 1875 the number was about 
12,000, but in the year ending the Ist of November, 1876, 
the number had suddenly risen to 18,400, showing again 
the enormous increase following the operation of the Judi. 
cature Act. And it should be stated that this large in. 
crease of busine+s has had to be borne by an actually de- 
creased staff of registrars, a vacancy there not having been 
filled up.” 

He believed that the decreased staff might have had some. 
thing to do with the pressure. He had purposely refrained 
from filling up the vacancy in the registrars’ office after the 
passing of the Judicature Act, in order to see whether it 
would be really necessary to fillit up, but after an experi- 
ence of two years he had found from the increase of busi- 
ness that it would be necessary, and the vacancy had been 
filled up. He thought he would be wrong if he sat down 
without stating to their lordships what was the state of 
business in the other divisions of the court. The Court of 
Appeal had been sitting in two divisions, and he found that 
at the beginning of the Hilary sittings of the present year 
there were 142 appeals waiting to be disposed of, and that 
at the end of those sittings the court had disposed of 156 
cases, so that it had disposed of the whole of those which 
were waiting for hearing at the beginning of the sittings, 
and fourteen more which had been subsequently set down, 
At the commencement of the present Easter sittings there 
were 141 appeals waiting for hearing. These must have 
been set down for hearing since the commencement of the 
present year. He thought that was a very satisfactory 
state of things. In the three common law divisions—the 
Queen’s Bench, the Common Pleas, and the Exchequer—the 
number of jury cases set down for trial at the commence- 
ment of the present sittings was—for London 241, and that 
for Middlesex 900—making a total of 1,141. No doubt 
that was a very large list, and so far as he knew it was 
a larger one than had been set down on any former 
occasion. It was to be borne in mind, however, that 
Easter had fallen somewhat earlier than usual this year, 
and consequently, owing to the spring assizes having 
commenced earlier, the continuity of the sittings in London 
and Middlesex had been broken. He thought there was 
no reason why the list might not be got through before the 
long vacation. Recently an Act was passed which gave 
much greater facility for the sitting of a single judge, not 
only for the trial of questions of fact, but also for the trial 
of questions of law. We were now in the middle of an 
interesting experiment, but the effect of it could not be 
fully tested till the new law courts were completed. He 
was afraid that would not be as soon as was desirable. At 
present there was the greatest difficulty in providing ac- 
commodation for all the courts of Nisi Prius, but the great 
expenditure which would be required to do away with 
that would be too great for a provision intended only for 
at most a few years. He believed that the experiment 
now being made had up to this been very successful; 
but he did not think we were at the end of the changes. 
He doubted whether there was not a great waste of 
judicial strength in the business of the assizes. He 
alluded more particularly to the criminal business of 
the assizes. The Judicature Commission made a most im- 
portant recommendation which was that the area of the 
Central Criminal Court should be enlarged, and that 
prisoners should be brought to trial at that court from a 
greater distance than at present. The commission also 
recommended that prisoners should be committed for trial 
at quarter sessions to a greater extent than at present ; 
that there should be a schedule of offences, and that, 
except for those of a very grave character, prisoners 
should be committed for trial at quarter sessions. be- 
lieved that would very much lighten the business at the 
assizes. From Lancashire—from the great towns of Man- 
chester and Liverpool—there was a loud complaint as to 
the trial of civil cases. In those places the list of civil 
actions was too long for the time at the disposal of the 
judges. Another arrangement different from the existing 
one as to criminal business would much facilitate the 
transaction of the civil business in such towns. He co 
not but refer to another subject which was occupying 
much attention at present. A good deal had been done te 
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obviate the inconvenience and hardship to which untried 
sprisoners were subjected, but he could not think that even 
et their position in this country was what it should be. 
te believed that if the quarter sessions were made more 
use of than they were at present for the trial of prisoners, 
the grievance of untried prisoners would be to some extent 
yemedied. Again, if the Central Criminal Conrt were used 
more, that would have the same effect. 
After observations by Lord Cotzripce and Lord Set- 
‘BORN 
*The Lord CHANCELLOR added that beyond doubt 
the judge appointed under the Bill would be liable to go 
circuit. Whether he would actually go circuit or not was 
another question, which would depend, not on him, but on 
those who were responsible for these arrangements. It 
would be a matter for consideration whether it was 
desirable that a single judge sitting in London, with a 
court and bar fully occupied, should be taken away for 
circuit work and the court shut up. It might also be a 
question whether the fairest plan would not be to give him 
ashare of that work and let another judge occupy his place 
in London during his absence. However that might be, there 
was, as he had said, no doubt that under the Bill he would 
‘pe liable to be called upon to gocircnit. After correcting a 
misapprehension of what he had said on the subject of an 
extension of the jurisdiction of the Central Criminal 
Court, and on the proposal to relieve the assizes by giving 
more work to the quarter sessions, the noble and learned 
lord said the accuracy of the statement he had made with 
vegard to Lancashire seemed to be doubted by his noble 
and learned friend (Lord Coleridge). With respect to 
Manchester, the following figures showed the amount of 
the business at the assizes:—In 1876, at the spring 
assizes, there were 69 causes entered for trial, and only 
10 days given to them. At the summer assizes there were 
92 causes and 11 days; at the winter assizes 49 causes 
and 6 days ; and at the spring assizes of the present year 
76 causes and 10 days. In the last-mentioned case only 
-85 causes ont of 76 were tried, 20 were withdrawn—in 
other words, they did not receive the justice they were 
entitled to—and the remaining causes were referred to 


arbitration or abandoned. The courts were occupied up 
to the last moment, and a jury was transported to Liver- 
pool in order to complete a case. Under these circum- 
stances it must be admitted that the arrangements in 
Lancashire as to civil cases were not satisfactory. 








LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Inthe debate on the second reading of Lord Selborne’s 
Inns of Court and General School of Law Bills, the Lorp 
“OHANCELLOR remarked that the Bill had been two or three 
times before the House in as many different sessions. He 
had on all those occasions been most ready to express his 
respect for the motives which had led his noble and learned 
friend to introduce those Bills, and his desire to render 
any assistance in his power towards carzying out the object 
which his noble and learned friend had in view. When 
the Bills were before the House last session he expressed his 
hope that in some form or other he should be able to obtain 
the concurrence of the Inns of Court to dealing with the 
-subject to which these Bills were directed. Since then he 
‘had been in communication with the Inns of Court, and he 
‘was aware that they expressed their decided objection to the 
‘measuresof his nobleand learned friend. Before stating more 
fully what were the views of the Inns of Court, he would 
endeavour to explain his own view as to the principle on 
which legislation on the subject of legal education and legal 
discipline ought to proceed. We were accustomed to hear 
different language held as regarded the Inns of Court. 
me persons maintained that those Inns were simply 
Private bodies intrusted with property which was their own, 
and that no legislation should take cognizance of or inter- 
te With them. On the other hand, there were those who 
held that the Inns of Court were public bodies and 
“executed a public trust, and that their property, which 
was in no respect like private property, ought to be subject 
to legislation. His own view was this—that there was a 
certain amount of truth in both those views, though they 
‘@eemed to be antagonistic. In his mind the Inns of Court 
‘were private societies in this respect, that they regulated 





their own government; they chose their own members and 
their own governing body, laid down the terms of the 
subscriptions which must be contributed by their own 
members, and the property they possessed they possessed as 
a private society, such as a club. But, on the other hand, 
the Inns of Court bad a public trust of a very important 
description. To the Inns of Court was assigned the power of 
determining what persons should be entitled'to audience in her 
Majesty’s courts of law, and they had the power of regulating 
the discipline of the Bar. Audience in her Majesty’s courts 
of law was a very high privilege and honour, and it emanated 
from the Crown in the same way that a university degree 
did. In his opinion it was not within the province of legis- 
lation to interfere with the private regulations or the private 
property of the Inns of Court ; but, on the other hand, it was 
within the province of the Legislature to see that the public 
trust which was delegated to the Inns of Court should oe 
performed in a manner satisfactory to the Legislature, and, 
if necessary, to take securities for its being so performed. 

There were three points in respect of which it interested the 
public and interested Parliament to see that the trusts and 
duties delegated to the Inns of Court should be properly 
performed. The first of these was the education of those who 
were to becalled tothe bar. Thesecond was admission tothe 
bar—that the terms and conditions of that admission were 
satisfactory, that the standard of examination was sufficiently 

high, and that, onthe other hand—which he thought of as much 
importance—that it was not too high. The third was the 
administration of the discipline of the bar, so that the 
interests of the public were consulted, while jus- 
tice was secured for every member of the profession. Now 
as to the objections of the Inns of Court. These societies 
found that one of the Bills of his noble and learned friend 
provided for the appointment of commissioners who after a 
certain specified time would have the power of making ree 
gulations for education, if they themselves did not make 
them. The Inns of Court objected that they did not re- 
quire legislation enabling them to make ordinances. They 
were unfettered by any statutory rules, and they were free 
themselves to make any ordinances which the necessity of 
the case might require. They pointed to what they had 
already done in the matter of education for the bar and ad- 
mission to the bar; and he was bound to say that the Inns 
of Court deserved credit for their liberality in that respect. 
The sum annually spent by them joiatly for this object 

amounted to £7,850. Deducting from this £2,435 received 
in fees, there remained £5,415. To this had to be added 
£3,102, made up of separate expenditure on education by 
each of the four Inns, and the total for the four came to 
£8,517 a year. There was a committee of the four Inns for 
the superintendence of education, and a member of that 
committee had assured him that it never had suggested any 
expenditure for education that was not voted by the Inns as 
a matter of course. He would, however, take the liberty of 
pointing outa matter in respect of which the present posir 
tion of the Inns of Court was decidedly unsatisfactory, and 

in respect of which he was unable to see any remedy with- 
dut legislation. The general committee for superintend- 
ing education was a voluntary one. Any one of the Inng 
of Court could withdraw from it. There was a time some 
years ago when different views on the subject of education 
were held by different Inns, and the consequence was that 

they acted in antagonism rather than in harmony. Then 
it was utterly impossible under the existing system that 

there could be a united regulation in regard of discipline. 


- Discipline must at present be exercised by each in respect 


of its own members. Again, when inquiry was to be made 
with the view of exercising discipline, there was the want 
of power on the part of the Inns of Court to compel 
the attendance of witnesses. He understood that the 
Inns of Court were willing to consent to legislation in 
respect of the matters to which he had just referred. They 
were willing that a council should be appointed to act for 
the four Inns; that the council should be composed of 
thirty members—six to be appointed by the Crown and six 
each by the four Inns; and that provision should be made 
for a change, so that the same persons should not remain 
too long on the council. The Inns of Court were willing 
that the council of thirty should have the power of making 
rules for controlling legal education and admission to the 
bar, and that it should have the administration of disi+ 
pline, with the power of investigation and of requiring 
the attendance of witnesses. The mode in which the 
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council was to be supplied with funds was matter of de- 
tail. He did not want to raise any issue on the Bill of 
his noble and learned friend, brt he made this statement 
in order that his noble and learned friend might 
take it into consideration. He thought his noble and 
learned friend would agree with him that, with a view 
to sueceeding in passing his measures through Parliament 
and rendering them generally acceptable, it was desirable 
that he should have the co-operation of the Inns of Court ; 
and therefore he would suggest that in committee on one 
of his Bills his noble and learned friend might introduce 
amendments which would embody the plan to which the 
Inns of Court were willing to consent. He must point out 
that such a scheme would not meet one point in the pro- 
posal of his noble and learned friend—namely, the united 
education of barristers and solicitors. In the scheme which 
he had had the honour of pointing out no provision was 
made for the education of solicitors; but although the 
Incorporated Law Society had expressed its approval of the 
proposal for such united education, he had some doubt as 
to the extent of approval which it would receive from 
the solicitors generally. One of the things for which the 
solicitors were anxious was an alteration in the present 
rules relating to the admission of solicitors to the bar, or 
of a barrister to the rank of @ solicitor in cases where the 
members of either of the legal professions wished to change 
tothe other. The Incorporated Law Society wonld desire to 
have the examination of solicitors more under their control 
than it was at present, and there was much to be said in 
favour of that desire, He did not wish to go into 
the question whether the separation of the profession 
of barrister from that of solicitor ought to be main- 
tained. That was foreign to the question before their 
lordships ; but what he did say was that, so long 
as the two professions remained separate, he had 
the greatest doubt as to the expediency of trying to 
establish a combined plan for the education and the dis- 
cipline of both. Ifsuch a scheme was formed the control- 
ling body should be composed of a certain number of 
barristers and a certain number of solicitors, and he be- 
lieved that very considerable inconvenience would arise 
from solicitors exercising discipline over barristers or 
barristers exercising discipline over solicitors. He was 
certain that there would be a great objection to it on the 
part of the bar. He asked the consideration of his noble 
and learned friend for the suggestion he had ventured to 
make with reference to the plan of the Inns of Court. 

Lord Szizorne thanked his noble and learned friend for 
the great consideration he always manifested towards him. 
He, however, felt much disappointed at what had just 
been said by his noble and learned friend, remembering 
that last year his noble and learned friend told their lord- 
ships that he hoped to be able, with the concurrence of 
the Inns of Court, to introduce a measure dealing with 
legal education. In the measure shadowed ont by his 
noble and learned friend on that occasion, an external body 
‘was one of the elements. In the plan sketched by him 
that evening that element was omitted. He regretted 
that his noble and learned friend did not take the matter 
in hand himself with all the authority of his high 
Position. 


The Lory CHanceLtor begged to say that his suggestion 
to his noble and learned friend arose from his desire not 
to take the subject out of his hands; but he was perfeotly 
prepared to deal with it himself by a separate Bill or by 
amendments in one of the Bills of his noble and learned 
friend. 

Lord SELBORNE was most anxious to see some such insti- 
tution established as the one proposed, which should enable 
the whole country to know where to find a really good school 
of jurisprudence without any premature anticipation of the 
professional differences and distinctions which would after- 
wards arise. To found such a school had been one of his 
most cherished wishes, and he was sure that there existed 
in the country a disposition to ng er some similar scheme. 

Fresh evidence of this disposition been given only last 


year. The widow of a recently deceased r had given 
£4,500 for the of legal education, and the late Mr, 
Justiee Quain by his will, left in trust the sum of 


£10,000 for the same object, but with the proviso that the 
lege! ion should not share exclusively in the benefits 
of the bequest, and that the education given should be open 





to all. He could not but consider this support very en-: 
couraging while the subject was as yet only struggling into: 
notice. He honed the Inns of Court would not follow the 
precedents of Doctors’-commons and Serjeants’-inn, which 
had acted on the notion that they were private societies, 
and, carrying the idea to its final results, had sold their 
property and divided it among their members. In taking up 
this subject he had only strictly public interests in view. 
He had no feeling of a personal kind about it from begin- 
ning toend. Indeed, all feelings of that kind would have 
rather inclined him to do what was pleasant to the Inns of 
Court, especially his own Inn, of which friends of his were 
conspicuous members. He was aware that effect could not 
be given to his proposals unless they received a certain 
amount of support both from the bar and the solicitors, 
and also the acquiescence of the general body of the judges. 
He had received communications from the latter, some of 
whom sent valuable information, while others did not give 
encouragement tothe scheme. He had likewise done his 
best to obtain support from the bar, but in this respect he 
had not obtained the success he had hoped for. The 
solicitors, however, had uniformly supported the scheme, 
and he did not think they would do otherwise now. After 
the present stage of the Bill he would not press them for- 
ward until he had seen the Bill which his noble and learned 
friend would lay upon the table. He would then know 
how far it would be right to persevere with the scheme 
which he himself should prefer. In conclusion he remarked 
that he should prefer such a measure as his noble and 
learned friend had sketched out to the continuance of the 
existing state of things. 

Lord CoLerteez said his noble and learned friend had 
made some reflections on the conduct of the members of 
Doctors’-commons some years ago, and on what he under- 
stood might be the conduct of the members of Serjeants’- 
inn at the present moment. Though he himself was a 
member of Serjeants’-inn, he was unable to inform their 
lordships at once what course had been adopted, for the 
best of all reasons, viz., because the ultimate course to be 
taken had not yet been agreed upon. He might remark 
that no person was more responsible than his noble and 
learned friend for the measures which led to the extinction 
of the order of serjeants.. This was done, however, with 
his entire concurrence and assistance in the other House of 
Parliament. A question arose whether something should be 
done with the property, or whether the members should be 
considered as private trustees, of whom the sole survivor 
would become the sole owner of the property. The noble and 
learned lord on the woolsack was aware that the body 
pressed on the Government some time ago the advantage 
of the property of Serjeants’-inn being acquired on moderate: 
terms for the use of the public for law purposes. But the re- 
presentatives of the Government rejected that offer, no 
doubt for very good reasons. It was obvious that the prop- 
erty must either remain in the possession of a morbid and 
gradually diminishing body, or else it must be sold. In 
point of fact it had been disposed of, and there was no means 
of doing this except through the individual members of the 
club. He did not know what was to become of the pro- 
ceeds, but he had no doubt they would be dealt with in 
manner which was wise and just. 

After observations by Lord Szxzorns, the Earl of 
Harrowsy, and Lord HATHERLEY, 

The Lorp CHancetior said he did not mean to sug- 
gest for one moment that the course taken by the members 
of Serjeants’-inn was not a proper one, It was 
quite true that the property of the Inn bad been offered 
to the Government, and that that offer had been refused. 
But ® point of more importance was the statement that the 
order of serjeants had been extinguished. From that pro- 
position, however, he must express bis dissent. It was 
true that the Judicature Act provided that it should be no 
longer necessary that a judge, on his elevation to the bench, 
if not already a serjeant, should become one; but he was 
not aware that there was anything to prevent him, if he 
deemed it to be his duty to do so, from humbly submitting 
to her Majesty the propriety of calling a barrister to the 
degree of the coif. sy to the Bill under discussion, he 
wished to say that he did not intend to express any opinion 
with regard to the position of the Inns of Court in reference 
to the property which they held connected with trust, but 
only such y as had been acquired by their members 
from time to time. His own views on the subject with 
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which the Bill dealt, he might observe, he had entertained 
for a long time ; for he had many years ago carried, by a 
majority of one, a resolution to the effect that it was de- 
sirable the different Inns should be affiliated to a legal 
nuiversity, and that steps should be taken with that object. 
He had always been very much surprised that the Inns of 
Court had not favoured a scheme which would give the 
country @ great corporate school of law. Another course 
that might be adopted was the appointment of commis- 
sioners who would empower the Inns of Court to make 
ordinances on the subject of education. The proposal now 
made by the Inns of Court, while’ it was not the proposal 
he would himself have made, was yet one which, if prop- 
erly expressed, might enable them to attain the end they 
had in view. Heattached the greatest possible importance 
in this country to having legal education provided, which 
should not only answer the purpose of gentlemen who 
wished to practise at the bar, but also be suitable for those 
who desired to act as magistrates, as members of the Legis- 
lature, or in other similar capacities. Hewas, at thesame 
time, extremely anxious that in any regulations which 
might be made, while care was taken that the curriculum 
should be large and liberal enough, the test of qualifica- 
tion for call to the bar should not be so severe as to defer 
persons who wished to study law with some other view 
than that of practice at the bar from taking the degree of 
barrister in the same way as they would take a degree at 
the university. He ventured to think that such bodies as 
the Inns of Court might furnish such a curriculum of edu- 
cation as they all desired to see provided. He would be 
quite prepared to introduce a Bill embodying what he had 
endeavoured to describe, and there was reason to hope 
that if such a Bill was proposed this year it would be ac- 
cepted elsewhere and become law. 





Appaintments, Ete. 


Mr. J. W. Brunurvauurst, of No. 7, Bucklersbury, vestry 
clerk of St. Mildred’s, Poultry, and St. Mary Colechurch, 
and a member of the firm of Billinghurst & Wood, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths. 


Mr. Tuomas Witt1am Gorst, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed Solicitor to the Commissioners of Woods, Forests, 
and Lands Revenues, in succession to Mr. Horace Watson, 
resigned. Mr. Gorst is a graduate of Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Easter Term, 1864, and has practised on the Northern 
Circuit. 

Lord Harris has been elected Deputy-Chairman of 
Quarter Sessions for the County of Kent. 


Mr. Francis Henry Kenpat, solicitor (of the firm of 
Banks & Kendal), of Liverpool and Prescot, has been ap- 


inted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
urt of Judicature in England. 


Mr. Joun Pirt Kennupy, barrister, has been appointed 
to act as a Judge of the High Court at Calcutta, during the 
absence of Mr. Justice Pontifex. Mr. Kennedy is a 

‘aduate of Trinity College, Dublin, and was called to the 

h bar in 1845. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Trinity Term, 1875, and is standing counsel for the 
Bengal Presidency. 

Mr. Taomas Maxrinzav, solicitor, of Birmingham, has 
been appointed Law Clerk to the Birmingham Assay 
Office, in the place of his partner, the late Mr. Arthur 
Ryland. Mr. Martineau was admitted a solicitor in 1851, 
and sl now in partnership with Mr. John Barham 


Mr, Cuantrs James LAcEY, solicitor, of Wareham and 

tnemouth, has been appointed Clerk to the County 

trates at the former place, in succession to his father, 

the late Mr. William Charles Lacey. Mr. C. J. Lacey 

was admitted a solicitor in 1874, and is elerk to the 
Wareham Highway Board. 

Mr. Tuomas Moss SaurrLewortH, solicitor, of Preston, 

sen eppcinted by Mr. Baron Huddleston to be Clerk 

@f Assise for the Northern Circuit. Mr. Shuttleworth re- 





cently succeeded his father, the late Mr. Thomas Starkie 
Shuttleworth, as keeper of the seals for the County Pala- 
tine of Lancaster. He was admitted a solicitor in 1856, and 
is also district registrar at Preston to the High Court of 
Justice. 

Mr. Witt1am Weaxanps Rosson, solicitor, of SSunder- 
land, has been unanimously elected Clerk to the Gates- 
head and South Shields Highway Board, in succession to 
Mr. Charles Richard Fell, deceased. Mr. Robson was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1846. 








Zeqal Pews. 


In the House of Commons, on the 13th inst., Sir E 
Wilmot asked the Secretary of State for the Home Depart- 
ment whether he could hold out any hope of her Majesty’s. 
Government introducing, during the present session, a 
measure for the appointment of a public prosecutor. Mr. 
Cross said: I think I stated some time ago to my hon. friend 
that a measure of this kind was prepared; but, I am sorry 
to say, looking to the state of the order-book and the 
facilities afforded to the Government for carrying on the 
gies business, I do not see much probability that we shall 

e able to bring it forward. 


The Ecclesiastical Offices and Fees Bill, as amended by 
the select committee of the House of Commons, has just 
been re-printed. No day has yet been fixed for its further 
stages. The following is the clause recommended to the 
committee in relation to the incume of the Dean of Arches:— 
‘53. There shall be paid to the provincial judge holding 
office at the passing of this Act, so long as he shall hold the 
said office of judge, and at such times as may be fixed by the 
rules and orders, such sums as shal], with -any emoluments 
received by him as such judge, amount to the sum of £1,000 
per annum, dating from the Ist day of July, 1877.” 


On Sunday, in accordance with the ancient custom on the 
first Sunday in the Easter law term, the judges and 
serjeants-at-law were expected to attend the afternoon 
service at St. Paul’s Cathedral ; andthe Lord Mayor, accom- 
ponies by the Lady Mayoress and the Sheriffs and Under- 

heriffs, and escorted by the City Marshal and the Corpora- 
tion sword and mace bearers, went in state from the 
Mansion House to the cathedral to receive their lordships, 
but not one of the judges or serjeants-at-law attended the 
service, 


On Wednesday, in the Exchequer Division, during the 
hearing of the first motion, counsel seemed in some un- 
certainty as to whether he should address the Lord Chief 
Raron’s colleague as Mr. Baron Hawkins or Mr. Justice 
Hawkins. The Lord Chief Baron said, “ Please address 
the learned judge by his proper title. He is not Mr. 
Justice Hawkins any more than I am Lord Chief Justice, 
and as yet we are not allowed to call him Mr. Baron. He 
is, therefore, Sir Henry Hawkins.” On the following day, 
however, in the Queen’s Bench Division, Mr. Prentice, Q.C., 
having remarked that he moved in @ case tried before 
‘*Sir Henry Hawkins,” as he termed him, Mr. Justice 
Mellor remonstrated, and said the proper title of his 
Brother Hawkins, as of all his brethren, was ‘* Mr. Justice 
Hawkins.” ‘“ Weareall,” said the learned judge, “ justices 
Wy virtue of our office. It is not correct to call my brother 

awkins ‘Sir Henry Hawkins.’ I don’t like these 
orotchets.”” 


On the 13th inst., in the House of Commons, in answer 
to Mr. C. Lewis, Mr. W. H. Smith said,--It has been and 
is the practice ef the Solicitor to the Treasury, with the ap- 
proval of the Board of Treasury, in recent bankruptcy and 
“other prosecutions, to commit the conduct of such prosecution 
to private solicitors, but not on the terms (stated in the ques- 
tion) that half of the profits on the bill paid to the acting 
solicitor are returned to the Treasury Solicitor, but “on 
the usual agency terms of half charges,” which terms are 
well understood by solicitors. The result has been an aver- 
age annual saving to the public of between £6,000 and 
£7,000 a year.—Mr. Lewis gave notice that he would call 
attention to the subject of these prosecutions.— With refer- 
ence to this Mr. John Slater writes to the Zimes: “I am 
the sole trustee of the estate of a liquidating debtor, and 
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upon the application of a member of the committee of in- 

spection appointed under the proceedings, who is acting 

under the advice of an eminent counsel, an order was made 

that I should prosecute the debtor, and I thereupon in- 
structed a solicitor of high standing and ability to act for 

me. He was willing to conform in every way to the prac- 
tice required by the Treasury; but, to my great surprise, 
the papers were handed over toa solicitor, who advised 
*that there is not any reasonable aries 1 of the bank- 
rupt being convicted,’ and threatens me with personal risk 
of costs if I go on. The Lord Chancellor has recently 
directed the Treasury Solicitor to conduct these prosecu- 
tion, but as the Treasury cannot do so they ‘ put the work 

out’ on what they are pleased to call ‘agency terms.’ The 
particular funds out of which these expenses are defrayed 
have nothing to do with the taxpayer, as Mr. W. H. Smith, 
M.F., asserts, but are really accumulations belonging to the 
bankruptcy suitors, formerly designated the Chief Regis- 
trar’s Fund, and amount to an enormoussum. The prac- 
tical result of all this is that the Treasury, on the advice 
of a solicitor of their own selection, dictate to me that this 
debtor, who has been ordered by the judge duly appointed 
by the statute for that purpose to be proceeded against, 
shall not be proceeded against, which in effect is to act as a 
court of review, and they say to me, ‘ You shall not do this 
at the expense of the taxpayer,’ but, as I have explained, 
the taxpayer has nothing to do with it.” 


Suciettes. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society held at the Law Institution 
on Tuesday last the subject for discussion was as follows: 
—‘‘A collision occurs between two omnibuses, caused by 
the negligence of the drivers of both; has a passenger in 
one omnibus a right of action against the owner of the 
other for personal injuries suffered in the collision? 
Thorogoed vy. Bryan (8 C. B. 115), Ashley v. White (in 
Notes 1S. L. C. 300).” Mr. Antill opened the debate in 
the negative, the opener in the affirmative not being pre- 
sent, but the question was ultimately decided in the 
affirmative by a majority of two votes. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting of this society was held at 
‘Clement’s-inn Hall, on Wednesday last, Mr. J. S. Rubin- 
stein, the hon. secretary, in the chair. Mr. Eiloart opened 
the subject for debate, viz., that the game laws should be 
repealed, which question, on being put to the vote, was 
carried by a majority of eight. The hon. librarian, Mr, 
F. B. Moyle, has received subscriptions from eminent 
members of the profession, among whom are the Vice- 
Presidents the Lord Chancellor, Lord Hatherley, Lord 
Coleridge, and the Master of the Rolls, and from members 
of the society, to the amount of £92, which has been partly 
expended in the purchase of the latest editions of standard 
legal books. These books are now ready for circulation 
among the members of the society, and can be obtained of 
the hon. librarian on any Wednesday evening. 


LAW AMENDMENT SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Monday evening, 
when a paper by Mr. Gainsford Bruce—“ A Proposal to 
extend the Jurisdiction which the Registrar of the Admiralty 
Division of the High Court of Justice, acting with the 
Assistance of Merchants, now exercises in Maritime Causes 
instituted in the Admiralty Division to Maritime Causes 
instituted in other Divisions of the High Court ’—was read 
and discussed, Sir Travers Twiss, Q.C. D.C.L., presided. 
The writer said it was an established practice of the 
Admiralty Division that all matters of detail relating to the 
assessment of damage or matters of account should be 
referred to the alone, or to the registrar assisted by 
two merchants, with whom all the details of the case are 
lodged. On the other hand, references in common law 


om 





actions are usually conducted before an arbitrator, and the 
details of the case are not previously filed, the arbitrator and 
the parties being unacquainted with the particulars till the 
trial comes on. The despatch, therefore, of business before 
the registrar and merchants contrasts most favourably with 
the ‘aliens proceedings of an ordinary common law reference, 
although generally the amounts in question involved in 
causes in the former by far exceed those in the latter. The 
amounts awarded in the Admiralty Registry during the year 
1875 were nearly twice as great as the total amount re. 
covered in actions tried on all the circuits in England duri 
the same year. The mode of inquiry, too, and the decisiong 
have given universal satisfaction to the mercantile com. 
munity, which is strong evidence of the efficiency of the 
tribunal. Now that the system of consolidation has been 
carried out by the Judicature Act, and the Admiralty has 
become a branch of the High Court of Justice, there was no 
reason why suitors in maritime causes instituted in other 
divisions of the High Court should not have the same 
advantage 9s suitors in maritime causes instituted in the 
Admiralty Division. While admitting his reverence for trial 
by jury as the best and surest method of arriving at truth 
in a large class of cases, the author said there was another 
very large class of cases which it was impossible to have 
tried properly before a jury, and these cases were such as 
the Admiralty Court had been in the habit of dealing with, 
and which had no claim to be tried by a jury. The judge 
of a common law division should have all the power of a 
judge of the Admiralty Division to refer causes or any matter 
involved in them to the registrar and merchants without the 
consent of the parties. With all due respect to the official 
referees, he believed the present organized staff of the 
Admiralty Division, with its machinery and efficiency, would 
be best adapted for carrying on the work. It seemed more 
rational to regulate the procedure according to the nature 
and character of the case, than to allow it to depend upon 
the particular division of the court in which the cause was 
instituted. In this most important class of cases it is not 
unreasonable to urge that special provision should be made 
respecting them, particularly as maritime causes form a well- 
defined class, and involve questions of a kind peculiar to 
themselves. The paper pointed out the value and advantage 
of the power of appeal from the registrar which now exists, 
Mr. H. O. Rothery, the registrar of the Admiralty Court, and 
several gentlemen spoke on the subject, and the meeting 
concluded with some valuable observations from the chair. 
man. 





-- 





Obituary. 


MR. JOHN HARDWICK HOLLWAY, 


Mr. John Hardwick Hollway, solicitor, died at his residence, 
Kenwick House, Spilsby, on the 6th inst. The deceased was 
the eldest son of Mr. John Palmer Hollway, solicitor, of 
Boston. He was admitted a solicitor in 1818, and was origin- 
ally in partnership with his father. At a later period he was 
associated with Mr, Buxton Kenrick (who was clerk of thé 
peace for the parts of Holland) and with Mr. oer Harwood, 
He formerly had offices both at Boston and Spilsby, but he 
retired from practice about ten years ago. In 1828 he was 
appoiated clerk of the peace for the parts of Lindsey in Lin- 
Snndliee, an office which he retained up to the time of his 
death. At the adjourned sessions held at Spilsby on the 10th 
inst., the chairman of the court (the Rey. A. Coltman) 
alluded to the great loss which the county had sustained by 
Mr. Hollway’s death, to the soundness of his judgment and 
the efficient way in which he performed his duties, and to his 
kind and charitable disposition. Mr. Hollway was married 
to a daughter of the late Mr. George Kilcour, of Balcairn, 
Aberdeenshire. His eldest son is Mr. John George Hollway, 
of the South-Eastern Circuit, who was born in 1824, and was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1847. 
Mr. Hollway was buried in the tral pond of St. Peter's 
Gunley on the 11th inst., a large number of his friends and 
neighbours attending the funeral. 
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Leqislation of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 13.—Pnrivare Busmess. 


On the motion of the Earl of Repzspaxz, the House re- 
solved:—“ That no private Bill brought from the House of 
‘Commons shall be read a second time after Monday, the 
18th day of June next; that no Bill originating in this 
House authorizing any inclosure of lands under special 
report of the Inclosure Commissioners for England and 
Wales, or confirming any scheme of the Charity Commis- 
sioners for England and Wales, shall be read a second time 
after Tuesday, the Ist day of May next; that no Bill 
originating in this House confirming any provisional order 
or provisional certificate shall be read a second time after 
Tuesday, the 1st day of May next; that no Bill brought 
from the House of Commons authorizing any inclosure of 
Jands under special report of the Inclosure Commissioners 
for England and Wales, or confirming any scheme of the 
Charity Commissioners for England and Wales, shall be 
read a second time after Monday, the 25th day of June 
next; that no Bill brought from the House of Commons 
confirming any provisional order or provisional certificate 
shall be read a second time after Monday, the 25th day of 
June next ; that when a Bill shall have passed this House 
with amendments these orders shall not apply to any new 
Bill sent up from the House of Commons which the chair- 
man of committees shall report to the House is substantially 
the same as the Bill so amended.” 


Justices’ CLERKS. 

On the motion for going into committee on this Bill, 
Viscount MipLeTon suggested that the measure should be 
extended to the office of clerk of the peace; that words 
in the Bill which would prevent the appointment of any 
member of the bar to the office of justices’ clerk should be 
annulled ; and that power should be given to justices to grant 
retiring pensions to their clerks.—Earl Breaucname said the 
second of the noble viscount’s suggestions was now made for 
the first time. It ought to have been put forward earlier. 
As to the two other suggestions, he could hold out no promise 
that the Government would accede to them. The noble esrl 
then moved that the Bill be committed pro forma, in order 
that he might introduce certain amendments and have the 
Bill re-printed. 

Their lordships then went into committee pro forma, and 
on the motion of Earl Beaucuame certain amendments were 
introduced. 

The Bill, as amended, was subsequently reported to the 

use. 


Supreme Court or JupicaTure. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
April 16.—Surremze Courr or JupicaTure. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


April 17.—Banxrurtcr. 

The House went into committee on this Bill pro forma, in 
order that certain amendments might be printed, with a 
View to having them discussed on re-commitment. 

The Bill then passed through committee pro formd, the 
amendments introduced by the Lord OnanceLior having 
been adopted without discussion, and was reported as 
‘amended. 

Justices’ CLERKS. 

Their lordships went into committee on this Bill, which 
‘was re-committed. 

Several clauses introduced by Earl BravcnaMr were 
se to, as were also certaic amendments proposed by 

iscount Mipteton and Lord ABERDARE. The noble 
Viscount withdrew an amendment of which he had given 
notice for extending the provisions of the Bill to clerks of 
the peace, but he expressed a hope that at no distant day 
that object would be effected. 


Inns or Court. 
This Bill was read a second time, 
4 Ganzrat Scuoon or Law. 
This Bill was read a second time, 


: Supreme Cover or Juprcaruns. 
‘This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
April 12.—Mor«y. 
The House went into committee on this Bill, and many 
clauses were adopted.. 


April 13.—Szrriep Estates. 

Mr. Marten moved that this Bill be read a third time.— 
Sir R. PEEL said that amendments had been on the paper 
which had not been considered, and he ‘moved that the 
Bill be re-committed.—The amendment was agreed to, 
and the Bill re-committed pro forma. 


Newspapers Recistration (No. 2). 
Mr. Burt introduced a Bill to provide for the registra. 
tion of publishers of newspapers. 
April 16.—Mvrtiy. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Marine Motiny. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Serttep Estates. 

On the consideration of this Bill in committee, Sir R. 
PEEL moved after clause 21 to insert a clause, the object 
of which was to enable the court to authorize the person 
entitled to rents, &c., to appear in actions, costs to be 
charged on the estate-—The clause was negatived, and the 
Bill was reported without amendment to the House. 


Pustic Lisrarres Act AMENDMENT (No. 2). 

Mr. ANDERSON introduced a Bill to amend the Public 
Libraries Act. 

April 17.—Summary JurispicTion or MaGistrarEs. 

Mr. Cross, in introducing a Bill to amend the law re- 
lating to the summary jurisdiction of magistrates, observed 
that the general tendency of all such legislation in later 
years had been more lenient than the older statutes. One 
of the objects of the present measure was to enable magis- 
trates to deal practically much more than they now did 
with all cases, and to give them power to mitigate the 
punishments of offenders in cases where the law at present 
said they should undergo a certain minimum amount of 
punishment. He also proposed to do away with certain 
hardships which now existed under the Small Penalties 
Act, and also to authorize justices to do by law what many 
of them now did without having the law on their side, 
namely, to order that any pecuniary penalty they inflicted 
might be paid by instalments. He provided, further, 
that, in regard to very small fines, say not exceeding 5s., 
the fine should carry with it all costs. The Bill also 
contained a provision as to estreating recognizances. He 
likewise gave to petty sessions the power of not sending 
children under twelve years of age in any case, exe 
cept homicide, to gaol at all, but of dealing with 
them summarily. The magistrates might imprison the 
child with or without hard labour for a month; 
and if the child was a maie he might receive siz 
strokes with a birch rod. In the case of another class of 
juvenile offenders where the offences were of such a nature 
as simple larceny, stealing from the person, embezzlement 
by clerk or servant, he would give the same powers of 
summary jurisdiction to the magistrates, increasing the 
strokes of the rod, however, from six to twelve. In certain 
specified cases where adults were concerned he wonld pro- 
ceed on the same lines. On the other side, in all cases 
where a person was liable to more than three months’ im- 
prisonment he would give him a right to be tried by a jury. 
As to certain fines which at present ought to find their 


way into the Exchequer, but very often did not; he would 
make them over to the local authorities, who would prob- 
ably look sharply after them. It would be necessary to have 
certain rules laid down for carrying out the procedure 
under the Bill, and he proposed that the Lord Chancellor 


should be authorized to lay them down. He would also 
give the right of appeal to quarter sessions when a person 
was liab!e to be imprisoned for a certain time. 

Lanpep Esrarzs (IngLanp) Leases. 

Mr. Frencu introduced a Bill to enable judges in the 
Landed Estates Court to grant leases to tenants on estates 
sold in their court. 

Merrorouis Tort Briers. 
This Bill went through committee. 
pril 18.—TzerrroriaL WATERS JURISDICTION, 





A 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
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Compantes Acts AMENDMENT (No. 2). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
RESERVOIRS. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Norroitk AND SuFFoLk FIsHERI&s. 
This Bill was read a second time. 





Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. 


Monday, April 23 
Tuesday ...... 

Wednesday .. 25 
Thursday .... 26 
Friday...c.... 27 
Saturday .... 28 


V. C, Marys. 
Monday, April Pe maa Mr. Koe 


Tuesday ...... 

Wednesday.... 25 
Thursday .... 26 
Friday ...... 27 
Saturday...... 28 


each 
Latham 


Leach 


Court or 
APPEAL. 

Mr. Pemberton 
Ward King 
Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 


Merivale 
Latham 


MASTER OF THE 
Rotts. 


Mr. Farrer 


Milne 
Farrer 
King 
Milne 
V.C.Bacoyw. V.C. Hatt, 
Mr. Teesdale 
Holdship 
Teesdale 


Clowes 
Koe 
Clowes 
Koe 


Clowes Holdship 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Norice. 

The senior registrar is directed to give notice to 
solicitors who have causes or actions now standing for 
hearing or trial in the Chancery Division, or which may 
be entered for trial before Monday, the 23rd inst., that 
they must have the goodness forthwith to deliver to the 
registrar, pursuant to ord. 36, r. 17, of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature rules, two copies of the pleadings 
in every case. And that if such copies are not delivered 
by Thursday, the 26th inst., their cases will not be put 
in the paper until after they are so delivered. The 
copies may be left with either of the bagbearers at their 


seat in the office. 


2. From and after the said 23rd inst., no causes or 
actions will be entered for trial, unless two copies of the 
whole pleadings are, pursuant to the rule, delivered to 


the officer at the same time. 


R. H. Leacu, Senior Registrar. 
Chancery Registrars’ Office, April 19. 


ACTIONS FOR TRIAL IN THE COMMON LAW 
DIVISIONS. 


(Continued from page 467.) 
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310 Atterbury v Cadman 

311 Serff v Chelsea Vestry 
$12 Martin v Bousfield 

313 Merritt and aor v Ruston 
314 Bays v Quinn 

315 Marlin & anr v West 

316 Howard v Ho 

317 Ludlow v Ric son 

318 Westwood & anr v Wat- 


kins S J 

319 Tildesley v Beasley 

320 Robbins vy Walton 

321 Tegetmier v Rigg 

323 Same v Palmer 

323 Van de Water and apr ¥ 
Bayley 

$24 Bainbridge v Burton 

Q B 325 Sawyer v Emery 

Ex 326 Say v Bolton and 


cP 337 Tomkinson and anr v 


Bx 328 Cliff y Bligh 
Ex 329 ae and anr v Cook 


Bx 880 Dunlop v Hancock and 
ors 

Bax 831 Ashby, trading, &c. 
Wright 9 » Vv 


" woe 
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wre wo Ww 





Ex 332 Beach and anr v Daven- 
rtsJ 


po 

Ex 333 Allbutt v Mulliner SJ 

QB334 Wright v Bradshaw 

C P335 Henwood v Bonney 

Q B336 Wray v Foster 

Q B 337 Taylor v Sterky 

Ex 338 Billinghurst vy Ledger 

Ex 339 a oy ag . Great West- 

C P 340 The Christiana Bank v E. 
J. Lund & Co 


Ex 341 Horne v Thompson 

Ex 342 White v Gammon 

Q B 343 Hendra v Hurry 

C P 344 Potter v Huppert 

QB 345 Carter and anr v Fryer 
and anr 

Ex 346 Shackle v Unwin 

C P 347 Martin v Villiers 

Q B 348 Mackenzie v Bank of 

. Montreal 

Ex 349 Hocking v Greene and 
aur 

QB 350 Unwin v London and 
Westminster =H ey ad AR 

2 B = Crosbie v Cuftin 
352 Roberts and wife v Smither 





Ex 353 Lazarus v Dancer 
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8 limd, v Turner & Co 
Ex 356 Binney v Harrison 8 J 
Q B 357 Green and anr v Cleaver 
Q B 358 Dennan v Forbes and anr 
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tion 
Ex 360 Milverton and anr v Howe 
B361 Tasseli v Whiteley 
P 362 Gibson v Geering Bros 
P 363 Hewett v Daubney 
364 Bates, trading, &c, v Daw- 
son and aur 
x 365 Reilly v Ransson 
P 366 Sippell v Bainbridge 
B 367 Carter v Ricketts 
C P 368 Beavan v Silver 
Ex 369 Dawson v The Mayor, &e, 
of Maidenhead 
Ex 370 Howell, James, & Co v 
Fellows 
CO P 371 Lamb v Denton 
Ex 372 Hudson and anr v Brown 
C P 373 Gibbs andors, trading, &c, 


v Kelly 
Ex 374 The 8 St James Bank, limd, 


Ex 375 Whittinghem v Tomalin 
Ex 376 Ricketts v Corbett 
Ex 377 Davies & Co v Smith & 


Co 
C P 378 Llewellyn and anr v Mig- 


non 
Q B 879 Denford v Campbell 
CP 380 _— v Henkins & 


QB 381 Sheldon v Catalani 

O P 382 Bray v Strong 

x 383 Shell v Webster 

B384 Powis v Wyand 

385 Southwell v Hasluck 

$86 Fryer and anr v Carter 

387 Gale, administrator, v 
Marsh and anr 

388 Parks v Allen 

389 Litton v Barker 

390 ferns v Lewis and ors 
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391 Pringle v Field 

892 Westaway v Eldridge 

393 Older v Gay 

394 Bromhead v Ward 

395 Howell, James, & Co v 
Beattie 8 J 


ie 
pode v Watts 
ae v The Austra- 
jinn noe General Wine 
Agency Co 
398 Franken! v Ball 
399 Partridge v Day 
400 Hudson v Lawrence 
P 401 James and wife v Forster 


QB403 Fitzgibbon v Grant 
Ex 404 — v Chapman and 


QB405 Oppenheimer v Jacoby 

C P406 Thornicroft v Copeland 

HE 108 Breyelg v Bohomber 
reysig v Schom! 
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QB416 Royal Exchange As- 
surance Corporation v 


OP 417 Cass v Smi i” 
Ex 418 Knight and wife v Calver 
QB4l9 Dingwall and ors v 


B 420 Turner v Gee 

x 421 Calder and anr vy Mann 
CP 422 Barrett v Pott SJ 
CP 423 : meapaatel v Graham & 


COP 424 Sutton v Lam; = 
eae Pickworth v Thompson 

P 426 Searle v Joyce 
CP 427 ar and ors, exors, 

Vv 

QB 428 Martin and anr v Ben- 
Ex 429 agg bet sand and anr 
es and 
a repens oom (La) 


Ex 431 Reward ¥ Gabriel 
QB 433 Scotts vy Chaplin and anr 








Ex 433 Sharman v Walbrook 
QB434 Coulthard v The Great 
on aoe — — Co (Limd) 
x aynes Vv and 

Ex 436 Wilkens esmae 
Ex 4387 Tourrett v Barrett 

QB 488 Neumann v Bogle 

Ex 439 Arnold vy Matthews and 


ors 
Ex 440 Murphy, tradin, 
Bartle.’ 6 a 9 


QB 441 Trusler v Hancock 
Ex 442 Javal and wife v Moore 
aur 


CP 443 Smith v Harnden 
CP 444 oe zy Metropolitan Ry 


Ex 445 The Royal Polytechnic 
Institution (Limd) y 
Robinson and ors 

CP 446 Berkeley v McDermott 

Ex 447 Robinson v Hoare 

QB 448 Patch v Evans 

QB 449 Patch v Fade 

Ex 450 Burrage v Fitzgerald 

QB451 Ry Oo v Metropolitan 


QB 452 Reeve v Rogers 

Ex 453 Venner v Piesse and anr 

CP 454 Long and wife v Winter- 
bottom 8 J 

CP 455 Copsey v Richene 

QB456 The Carlton Permanent 
Benefit Building Society 
v Jeffery 

QB 457 Osborne v Hayho 

CP 458 Wilson v Cervetto 

Ex 459 Day v Hughes 

CP 460 Butcher v Yorke 

CP 461 Edmonds v May 

Ex 462 Friend v Lond, Chatham, 
& Dover Ry 8 J 

QB 463 Pritchard v itm 

Ex 464 George v Harris 

Ex 465 Hammond v Hansford 

CP 466 The Margate Aquarium 
Co (Limd) v The Mar- 
~ Skating Rink, &, 


QB 467 Wilson v Gleig 

QB468 Major v Burt and ors 

Ex 469 Collins v Lloyd 

CP 470 The Val Ag are As. 
» Co v Sawyer 

CP 471 oem v Barnard 

QB 472 wre v Pyman, 


11, 
OP 473 Stevens & Son v Gabriel 
Ex 474 The City and County Bank, 
limd, v Bernard 
Q B 475 Grace v Millward 


Ex 476 Willyams and ors v Crosse 
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OP4i7 gr] v Langham Hotel 


0, lim 

C P 478 Hannah and anr, trading, 
&c, v Hansford : m 

Ex 479 Morgan v Williams 

Ex 480 Robinson v Thomas & ors 

Ex 481 Smith and anr v Durrant 
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Ex 482 Same v Seeangee and Oo 
2nd action 

Ex 483 a trastee, &c, ¥ 
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Ex 484 + aaa v Elliott & ors 


Q B485 oa Vv Priestley 

B486 Plowman v Kingham 

P 487 Culler and anrv + 0°Conner 
Ex 488 Simonds v Morris 
C P 489 Theroine v Blenkensop 
O P 490 Davy v Vancaillie 
C P49! Bolingbroke v Margetson 
Q B492 Rolfe v Jacob and ors 
C P493 Scargill v Shoppee and anr 
9° 494 Pooley v Barron 

x 495 Black v Gros 


497 Cox v Gunter 
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99 The Union Bank of Lon- 
don v Lenavton 8 J 


F 
3 
ae 
: 
f 
: 


w wih 
>> 


wife 
504 Mosely v Willan 
505 Silver v Marshall 
CP 506 The Mutual Loan Fand 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


April 20, 1877. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


3 psr Cent. Consols, 95§ Annuitias, April, "85, 93 

pitto for Account, 953 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do. per Cent.Reduced, 94} Ex Bills, £1000, 24 perCt.7 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 94} Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm. 

Do. 84 perCent., Jan, "94 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan, '94 

Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’78 

Annuities, Jan. 780 


Ditto, 2100 & £200,7 pm, 

Bank of England Stock, — per 
Ct. (last half-year) 

Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
Ind. Stk., 5 per Cent., July,’80,107) Enf.Pr.54 perCnt., May,’79, 91 
pitto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents 
Witte 4 per Cent., Oct. 88, i04xd April, 64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent. , Aug. '73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 88 | Do. Bonds,4 per Cent. £1000 
dad Buf. Pr., 5 per C., Jan.*72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 
Francis—April 17, at 21, Richmond-villas, Holloway, N., the 
wife of Swinford Francis, solicitor, of a daughter. 
GreeN—April 17, at 4, St. Edmund’s-terrace, Regent’s-park, 
the wife of George Sangster Green, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
HutcHinson—April 6, at 2, Elgin-crescent, Notting-hill, W., 
the wife of John Haller Hutchinson, of the Inner Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
SuittitoE—April 16, the wife of Francis Shillitoe, of Hitchin, 
Herts, solicitor, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 

BaRKER—MELLER—April 18, at St. Margaret’s, Ipswich, 
Theodore Barker, of Gray’s-inn, to Lucy, daughter of the 
Jate Rev. Thomas William Meller, M.A., Rector of Wood- 
bridge, Suffolk. 

BarNEs—SippDALL—April 12, at Holy Trinity Church, South- 
port, Albert Barnes, of 60, York-terrace, Regent’s-park, solici 
tor, to Sarah, daughter of the late Thomas Mortimer-Siddall- 
of Hallfield Gate, Derbyshire . 

FrrEMAN—DOoBELL—April 14, at St. Andrew’s, Well-street, 
George Broke Freeman, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at- 
law, rapes daughter of Dr. Horace Dobell, of 84, Harley- 
street, W. 

Ropins—Scorr—April 18, at St. Mark’s, Woolston, Hants 
by the Rev. J. Morley Lee, M.A., Rector of Botley and 
Rural Dean, Henry Edward Robins, of Southampton, and 
Gresham House,*London, solicitor, to Sarah, younger daughter 
of the late Robert Scott, of Great Eastley, Hants. , 


DEATH. 
Stoate—April 5, at Southend, William Stoate, late of Aller- 
ford, Somerset, barrister-at-law. 





as 





LONDON GAZETTES., 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 


Ferpay, April 13, 1877. ; 
Barker, Edward James, and Charles Henry Lane, Guildhall, Bristol, 
and 45, Bedford row, Middlesex, Attorneys and Solicitors. Dec 30 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 


Frinay, April 13, 1877. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Middlesex Fire Office Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Mon- 
day, April 23, at 12, at his chambers, as the time and place for the 
appointment of an official liquidator 4 

Vronheulog Slate Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 16, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on April 27. 
Paine and Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner 

STANNABIES OF CORNWALL. : 

East Wheal Basset Mining Company.—By an order made by the Vice 
Warden, dated April 10, it was ordered that the above company be 
wonnd up. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioner 

New Chiverton Mining Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented April 7, directed to be heard before the Vice Warden, at 
the Law Institution, Chancery lane, on Monday, April 23, at 3.30. 
Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing in opposition to the 
Petition must be filed at the registrar’s office, Truro, on or before 
Apri! 19, and notice thereof must at the same time be given to the 
Petitioners, their solicitors, or their agents, Gregory and Co, Bed- 

ford row, agents for Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the peti- 


tioners 
Togspay, April 13, 1877. 
Liurrep In CHANCERY. 
Birchgrove Graigola Collieries, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
befite May 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Edmand Etlinger, Queen’s buildings, 





— 


Queen Victoria st. Thursday, May 31, at 12, isappoint 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims stan sh): 

Brent Moor China Clay and Mica Works Company 
Malins has, by an order dated March 28, cme tee ce 
Harper, Cowper's court, Cornhill, to be official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before May 5, to send their names and addresses, 
s oe of = 7 te Claims, to the above. Tuesday, 

at 12, is appointed for heari i 
ates sek 2 AL ppo ing and adjudicating upon the 
way Accident Mutual Assurance Company, Limited.—The M.R. 
fixed Thursday, April 26, at 12, at his chambers, as the time = 
Place for the appointment of an official liquidator 
_ STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 

Wheal Grambler Mining Company.—By an order made by the Vice 
Warden, dated April 12, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Paul, Truro, solicitor for the petitioners 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Friar, March 30, 1877. 


Calvert, Blakey, Manningham, York . April 30. Wood v Calvert, 
V.C.’ Hall. Taylor and Gor Beedfona AP 4 

Kettner, August Karl Edward, Church st, Sobo. April 30. Dressler 
v Kettner, V.C. Hall. Wenn, New inn, Strand 

Lammas, Abram, Norwich, Tea Daaler. April 30. Summers v Lam- 
mas, V.C, Hal]. Foster and Co, Norwich 

Laycock, Jacob, Bradford, York, Plasterer. April27. Smithy Lay- 
cock, V.C. Bacon. Wilkinson, Bradford 

Mayhew, Emily Sarah, Addison gardens, Kensington. May 4. Curling 
v Lord, V.C. Hall. Tee, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 

Morton, Peter Champion, Warlingham, Surrey, Contractor. April 28. 
Morton v Alexander, V.C. Hall. Christmas, Walbrook 

Pakenham, John, Cannes, France, Retired Vico Admiral. April 30. 
Pakenham v Holland, V.C. Malins. Bridges, Red Lion sq 

Tussaud, Francis, Marylebone rd, Artist. April24. Tussaud v Tus- 
saud, M.R. Crump, Philpot lane 

Watts, Henry, Old Kent rd, Hothouse Builder. 


April 30. Sismey v 
Waits, V.C. Hall. : — 


Sismey, Serjeants’ inn, Fleot st 
Frroay, April 6, 1877. 

Ruddock, Edward Harris, Reading, Berks, Hommopathic Doctor. May 
1. Ruddock v Redgrave, M.R. Stevens, Chancery lane 

Straker, Peter, Gayles, York, Yeoman. April 27. Knox v Headlam, 
M.R. Watson, jun, Durham ‘ 

Way, Isabella Harriett, Weymouth, Dorset. May 1. Way v Way, M.R. 
Gibbs, Bath 


Tugspay, April 10, 1877. 
Rogers, George Charles, Great Parndon, Essex, Farmer. 
Rogers v Tilling, V.C. Malins. Wiadus, Epping 
Seweil, Anna Frances, Longton grove, Sydenham. May 5, 
soa v Tomlinson, V.C. Hall. Moon, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Watts, James, Old Kent rd. May 5. Sismey v Watts, V.C. Hall. 
Sismey, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 


Fripay, April 13, 1877. 


May ii. 


Tomiin- 


| Collard, Hebert Carthew, Tiverton, Devon, Builder. May 15. Pink- 


stone v Pinkstone, M.R. Battiscombe, Beaufort buildings 

Saunders, Elizabeth Martha, Devonshire rd, Holloway. May 12. At- 
well v School for the Indigeat Blind, V.C. Hall 

Sprague, Daniel, Queen’s rd, St John’s wood, Gent, Mayl, Miley 
v Cape, V.C. Malins. Reeves, Warwick st, t st 

Whitaker, Richard, Wellingborough, Northampton, Gent. May 14. 
Smith v Sharman, V.C. Hall. Sharman and Jackson, Wellingborough 

Tusspay, April 17, 1877. 

Babington, Benjamin, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister-at-law.}May 21. Babing- 
ton v Babington, V.C. Malins. Martineau, King’s rd, Gray’s inn 

Jenkins, Thomas, Ysbyttu Ystwyth, Cardigan, Miner. May 15. Lloyd 
v Bennetts, V.C. Hall. Hughes and Son, Aberystwyth 

Pegler, Henry, Edgware road, Builder. May 14. Pegler v Pegler, 
V.C. Bacon. Ellerton, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Price, John, Capel Curig, Carnarvon, Hotal Keeper. May 21. Price v 
Price, V.C. Hall. Griffith, Llanrws 

Trower, Frederick, Victoria rd, Kensington, Esq. May 2l. Kemble 
v Trower, V.C. Hall. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuxspay, March 27, 1877. 
Beech, Thomas, Longton, Stafford, China Manufacturer. April 30. 
Clarke and Hawier, Longton 
Beswick, Henry, Southport, Lancashire. May 8. Bowden, Manchester 
Boulthee, Frederick Moore, Lyndhurst, Hants, Admiral H.M.’s Navy. 
May 10. Twist and Sons, Coventry 
Broadbent, James, Lindley, Hudderstield, Cloth Merchant, May 31. 
Owen, Hadderstield ; 
Chenery, Sarah, Bryanston st, Portman sq. May 22. Wing and Du 
Cane, Gray’s inn sq 
Corbet, Richard, Adderley, Salop, Esq. May 1. Benbow and Saltwell, 
Stone buildings, Lincoln’s inn é 
Corneloues, Michael John, Harris place, Oxford st, Furniture Broker. 
April 30. Darley and Cumberland, Joha st, Bedford row _ 
Com. Ursula, Rochdale, Lancashire. May 21. Field and Weightman, 
iverpool 
Griffiths, John, Essington, Stafford, Blacksmith, May 4. Gardner, 
Cannock 
Haddon, Harriet, Brighton, Sussex. May 31. King and Son, Brighton 
Hannah, Ann, Brighton, Sussex. April 16. Freeman and Gell, Brighton 
Hassnip, Joseph, Benington, Lincoln, Farmer. April 25. Wise, Boston 
Hatcher, Rachel, Chichester. May 11. Sowton, Chichester 
Heard, Amy, Mayland, Essex. May 18. Orick and Freeman, Maldon 
Hinton, Richard, Kidderminster, Worcester, Gent, April 30. Young 
and Thompson, Great James st 
Humphreys, Henry, Lillington, Warwick, Merchant. June 24. Field 
and Son, Leamington 
Hunking, John, Liverpool, Contractor. May 1. Smith, Liverpool 
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Co, Rochdale 
Lomax, Charles, Whitworth, Lancashire, Gent, April 28. Hartley and 


le 

Anna, Love lane, Shadwell, Ropemaker. June 1. Swepstone, 
York st west, Commercial rd east ‘ 

Matcham, George, Whiteparish, Wilts, Esq. May 15. Cobband Smith, 
Salisbo: 

Norman, Basil John Augustine, Rome, Italy. May 7. Clarke and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rabbidge, Edward, Collacombe Barton, Devon, Yeoman. May 10. 
Rooker and Co, Plymouth : 

Read, William, Blackburn, Lancashire, Superintendent of Constabulary. 
April 11, Ainsworth, Blackburn é : 

Richards, Mark, Portman market, Marylebone, Licensed Victualler. 
May 9. Child, Paul’s Bakehouse court, Doctors’ commons 

Robinson, Richard Henry, Kirkstall, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. 
May 7. Rider, Leeds 

Stephenson, Thomas, Mumby-cum-Chapel, Lincoln, Farmer. April 25, 


Wise, Boston 
Wood, Elizabeth, Cheltenham, Gloucester. April 15. Foster, Bir- 
mingham 
Wrent Mary Ann, Leamington Priors, Warwick. May 21. Hall, 
Leamington Priors 
Faivay, March 30, 1877. 
Allan, John Charles, Wick lane Works, ola Ford, Paper Stainer. June 
10. Ashley and Tee, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry : 
Allwood, Saville, Nottingham, Ooal Merchant. July |. Belk, Notting- 


ham 
Bark, John, Manningham, York, Gent. April 26. Terry and Robinson, 
Bradford 


Bayley, Thomas, Lenton, Nottingham, Fellmonger. April 19. Wells 
and Hinds, Nottingham z 

Broadley, John, Clayton-le-Moors, Lancashire, Colour Mixer. May 12, 
Barlow, Accrington 

Cadett, William James, Finsbury chambers, London wall, Civil Engi- 
neer. May 8. Brook, New inn, Stran 

Chamberlin, James, Norwich, Wine Merchant, April 30. Taylor and 
Sons, Norwich 

Cutler, Harriet, Southampton. June 9. Coxwell and Oo, Southampton 

Dodgson, Josiah, Hardingstone, Northampton, Managing Director 
Public Company. May 25. Becke and Green, Ni pton 

Driffield, Charles Joseph, Tolleshunt D’Arcy, Essex. April 20. White, 
Colchester 

Ell, Hannah, Clifton, Bedford, Butcher. May 1. Wade-Gery, Shefford 

Evans, Catharine, Worcester. May 10. Evans and Cook, Eastcheap 

Farr, Anne, Silvester terrace, Walthamstow. June7. Donne and Co, 
Prince’s st, Spitalfields i 

Gosset, Henry, Old Quebee st, Portman sq, Admiral H.M.’s Navy, 
April 26 imond and Son, Henrietta st, Cavendich sq 

Gummerson, William, York, Grocer. May 10. Mann and Son, York 

Hamerton, John, Elland, Halifax, York, Surgeon. May 5. Ingram and 
Huntriss, Halifax 

Harris, James, Middlesborough, York, Sailmaker. May 4. Belk and 
Parrington, Middlesborough 

Hotchkys, Maria Louisa, Cheltenham, Gloucester, April 25. Hughes 
and King, Maidstone ‘ 

Jacobs, Mariana, Forest Gate, Essex. May 21. Mills and Lockyer, 
Brunswick place, City rd 

Jones, Henry, Abbey st; Sothond green, Drover. June7, Donne and 


Co, Prince's st, =— 8 L 
Kendall, Thomas, Lenton, Nottingham, Forging Smith. May 1. Belk, 


Vs 

Littledale, Right Hon Sir Joseph, Bedford sq. April 26: Sutcliffe and 
Summers, New Bridge st i 

Mann, George Charmbury, Bath, Retired Builder. May 24, Finch, 
Borough High st, Southwark 

Markham, Themas Jackson, Halifax, York, Gardener. May 10. Wal- 
shaw, Halifax 

Moran, Mark, Birmingham, Hardware Mefchant. May 12, Coldicott 
and Canning, Dudley 

Oddy, Sam, Bradford, York, Painter. May 1. Terry and Robinson, 


Bradt 
—— Phillip James, Coventry, Wine Merchant. May 1. Minster, 
ven! 


Radcliffe, Daniel, Aigburth, nr Liverpool, Gent. June 30. Bradley 
and Steinforth, Liverpool 

Rogers, Stephen Stevenson, Nottingham, Hosier. April 19. Wells 
an d, Nottingham 

Saltmer, Richard, Scarborough, York, Livery Stable Keeper. April 21, 
Richardson, Scarberough 

Williams, Henry Edward, Fairford, Gloucester, Esq. April 28. Parker, 
Worcester 


Turspay, April 3, 1877. 
Boothby, John Charles, Manchester, Licensed Victualler’s Manager. 
May 1. Parrott and Co, Macclesfield 
=— William, Northill, Bedford. May 1. Hooper and Co, Biggles- 
wi 


le 

Clark, Thomas, North Moreton, Berks, Farmer, May 29. Hadges and 
Co, Wallingford 

Cochrane, Charles, Terrace rd, Hackney, Corn Dealer, May 1, Win- 
nett, Fenchurch st 

Ooliyer, George Samuel, Acton, Middlesex, Esq. Jane 1. Lawton and 
Warnes, Eye 

Drew, Thomas, New Clee, Lineoln, Builder. June 15, Daubney and 
Bates, Great Grimsby 

Edmonds, John, Plymouth, Devon, Solicitor. June], Edmonds, Ply- 


mouth 
Evered, William Henry, Hawstead, Suffolk, Gent, May 3. Sparke 
and Son, Bury St junds 


Crore, Benjamin, Kippax, York, Yeoman, May 12. Phillips, Castle- 


‘0 
Griffith, William Darling, St Paul’s churchyard, Bookseller. May 21. 
Shepheard and Sons, Finsbury circus 











488 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAu. April 21, 1877, 
a ; Bf Hills, Robert, Colne Park, Essex, Esq. May 21. mor 
Jueatigs, Sas. Halifax, apy Botnet ees oy April 28 wr r Bast ~ rt, 2 on " 8q ay Harris and Morton, 

Hall and Son, Manchester ’ y, Horatio , Marchwood Park, Hants, Esq. May 8l, 
Lomax, Abel, Whitworth, Lancashire, Gent, April 28. Hartley and Field and Co, Lincoln’s ina fields 


Jones, William, Saltney, Chester, Coal Merchant. May 15. Duncan 
and Pritchard, Chester 

Knox, Anne Elizabeth, Great Cumberland place, Portman sq. May 8, 

Marlin: Willian Weddall, East Cottingwith, Y k, F Apri 

n, am ngwi' ork, Farmer. l 30, 

Weddall and Parker, Selby : 

— _— Almwch Post, Anglesey, Sailmaker. May 1. Roose, 
Amliwe! 

North, William, Gomersal, Rothwell, York, Yeoman, June 1. Turner, 


Leeds 
= James, Hanley, Stafford, Innkeeper. April 30. Challinor, 
anley 
Prince, Henry, Ferndale House, Wimbledon, Ironfounder. May 15, 
Poole and Hughes, Chancery lane 
Rankine, Ann, Porchester terraco, Hyde park. Junel. Pike and 
Son, Old Burlington st 
Roundell, Currer Richardson, Wilmington, United States of Amarica, 
~ Esq. Mayl7. Freshfields and Williams, Bank buildings 
Thissen, Leonard, Morriston, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. May 
19. Davies and Hartland, Swansea 
ee Edmund, Stockport, Cheshire, Gent. Janel. Johnsons, 
tockpor 
= William, Hanley, Stafford, Auctioneer. April 30. Challinor, 
anley 
Wilkins, Rev George, Wix, Essex. May 17. Mustard, Furnival’sinn 
Woodroffe, Morris, Stanford, Nottingham, Farmer. May 20, John- 
son and Co, Birmingham 
Fripay, April 6, 1877. 
Bailey, Ephraim, Billinghay, Lincoln, Farmer.: April 21. Toynbee 
and Co, Lincoln 
Balli, Xenephon, Great Wiachester st, Merchant. May 19. Hollams 
and Co, Mincing lane 
Beddard, Emma Elizabeth, Dudley, Worcester, May 12. Coldicott 
aroun, Manert, Sone Stafford, Bank M. May 
rown, Edward, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, anager. 
31. Goodger, Burton-on-Trent 
Collyer, George Samuel, Acton, Middlsex, Esq. June 1. Lawton and 
Warnes, Eye 
English, Henry Scale, Stamford rd, Kingsland, Solicitor. May 1. Hyde 
and Ce, Ely place 
Entwistle, Jonn, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Shop Keeper. May 1. 
Hindle, Darwen 
Gadd, George, Heyshott, Sussex, Gent. May 15. Addison, Portsmouth 
—_ William Plant, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Gent. April 30. Wise, 
ton 
Hawett, Thomas, jun, Wigan, Lancashire, Gent. May 11. Taylor 
and Rowbottom, Wigan 
Hill, Thomas, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. April 21. Binns, Sheffield 
Hoteon, William, Goxhill, Lincoln, Tailor. May 1, Masons, Barton- 
upon-Humber 
Isaac, Sarah, Old Sodbury, Gloucester, Innkeeper, May 12. Trenfield, 
Chipping Soabury 
Jones, Henry William, Clewer, Berks, Esq. May 31. Durant, Windsor 
Jones, Mary Georgiana, Cheyne walk, Chelsea, May 7. Clarkes 
and Co, Gresham Honse 
Kendall, William, Bourton-on-the-Water, Gloucester, Gent. June 1. 
Kendall, Bourton-on-the-Water 
Lang, J —- Ourry Rivell, Somerset, Miller. May 10. Louch, 
angpor' 
Mallinson, Thomas James, Barnsley, York, Maltster. July1, Dibb 
and Raley, Barnsley 
Moore, Mary Surgey, Ryde, Isle of Wight. June 1. Chamberlain, 
Basinghall st 
Otter, Amelia, The Cedars, Putney. May 8. Parker, Old buildings, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Poole, John, Chesterfield, Derby, Confectioner, May 12, Gratton and 
Marsden, Chesterfield 
Porter, Anne, Birlingham, Worcester. June 6. Carlisle and Ordell, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Poulson, Benjamin, Loudoun rd, St John’s wood, Gent. May 1. 
Campbell and Co, Warwick st, Regent st 
Sharp, Emilia, Portland House, Tulse hill. June 4. Wilde and 0o,. 
College hill 


Strange, John, Bath, Job Master. May 8. Burne and Rooke, Bath 

Tomlin, George Taddy, Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. May 4. 
Williams and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Trott, William, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Shipowner. May 31. Moor, 
Woodbridge 

ban Lydia, Ailsa, Cornwall. May 15. Force and Battishill, 

xeter 
Wood, Thomas, Camelford, Cornwall, Miller. May 15. Force and 


Battishill, Exeter 
Tuxspay, April 10, 1877. 

Braine, Samue!, Crogsland rd, Haverstock hill, Estate Agent. July 10. 
Goren, South Molton st, Oxford st 

Brownhill, John, Stretford, Lancashire,Gent. June J. Hardings and 
Oo, Manchester 

Buck, James Hine, Richmond, Surrey, Draper, June 1. Whites and 
Oo, Little ergy Serer Queen Victoria st 

Campbell, Hugh, Captain H.M,’s Royal Yacht. May 8. Wordsworth 
and Co, South Sea House, Threadneedle st 

Clarke, ae Elliott, East Grinstead, Sussex, Esq, June 1. Drace 
and Co, iter s 


d 

Ceenties, se antl, Cleckheaten, York, Painter. May 5. Scholefield and 
‘aylor, Batley 

ao Janette, Blofield, Norfolk, May 5. Blake and Co, 
orwic 

Egremont, Right Hon Jane, Countess of, Orchard Wyndham, Somerset 

May 3). alker and Co, King’s rd, Gray’s in 

=, Benjamin, Sheffield, Butcher. May 3i. Burdekin and Co, Shef- 

eld 


Elsted, William Philpott, Dover, Kent, Esq. May 31. Stilwell, Dover 
h, William, Heckmondwike, York, Greengrocer. May ll, 8; 
Heckmondwike 
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Gardam, Thomas, Kingston-upoa-Hull, Builder’s Clerk. May 24° 
Eldridge and Stephenson, Kingston-apon-Hull ad 
Giles, Peter, Birmingham, Brassfounder. May 20. Wills and Newey, 


Birmingham 
Gledhill, Senta, Bradford, York, Yeoman. May 15. Hutchinson, 
Bradf 


0! 

Hallett, Sarah Maria, Sidbury, Devon. May 5. Winter and Co, Bed. 
ford row 

Macnamara, Anne, Caddington Hall, Hertford. May 22. Cookson and 

Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Malyon, James, n’s cottages, Clapton, Lighterman. May 10. 
Cattlin, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 

Matshews, George, Ingham, Norfolk, Farmer. May 7. Blake and Co, 
No: 


c 
Thomas, Longstanton, Cambridge, Farmer. June 25. White- 

head, —— 
Nesbitt, Richard Blundell, Bath, Esq. May 31. Harmer, Great Yar- 


mou , 
Otter, aa East Claydon, Buckingham. June 1. Willis and Willis, 
Wins: 


ow 

Parkinson, Elizabeth, Greenside-in-Mirfield, York. May 11. Sykes, 
Heckmondwike 

Ronald, Maria Laura, Manchester sq. May 15, Davidsen and Burch, 
Spring gardens 

Sayer, Thomas, Winton, Westmoreland, Blacksmith. May 7. Preston, 
Tirkby Stephen 

Selman, Solomon, Carton, Worcester, Farmer, Gardner, 


Bewdley 

Shorter, William, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Baker. April 30. 
Tolhurst, Gravesend 

oe, John, Rugeley, Stafford, Gent. May 5. Gardner and Sons, 
Rugeley 

Stubbs, George, Stone, Staffordshire, Farmer. May 15. Saben, Sto ne 

Trott, William, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Shipowner. May 31. Moor, 
Woodbridge 

Walton, William, Bath, Esq. June 5, Inman and Inman, Bath 

Watkins, John, Tupsley, Hereford, Farmer. June 1, James and 
Bodenham, Herefo: 

Webber, John, Powis st, Woolwich, Silveramith. May 22. Farnfield 
and Sampson, Queen Victoria st 


Fripay, April 13, 1877. 
Anelay, Charles, Stainforth, York, Farmer. May 18. Collinson and 


Co, Doncaster 

Ansted, John, Clapham rd, Fruit Broker. June 30, Stibbard and Co, 
Fenchurch st 

Barnes, John, Cornwell, Oxford, Farmer. June }. Saunders, Chipping 


Norton 
Barter, Edward, Wardour st, Soho, Heraldic Engraver. May 26. 
Lewin and Co, Southampton st, Strand 
Cole, Harriet, St Neots, Huntingdon. May 21. Wilkinson and Co, St 
leots 
Collyer, George Samue!, Acton, Middlesex, Esq. Junel. Lawton and 
Warnes, Eye 
Colquhoun, James, Parson’s hill, Woolwich, Gent. May 24, Farnfield 
and Sampson, Queen Victoria st 
ee James, Rochdale, Lancashire, Machinist. June 1. Roberts, 
le 


ywood 
Davies, Henry, Ashfield, Radnor, Gent. April 24, Cheese, Hay 
» George, Woolwich, Gent. May 25. Farnfield and Sampson, 


Victoria st 
oak sete, Livox Farm, Monmouth. July 1. Ray and Bush, Bristol 
Giles, Peter, Birmingham, Brassfounder. May 20. Wills and Newey, 
Birmingham 

Good, John, sen, Kingston-upon-Hull. June 1. England and Co, Hull 
Hart, Mary, Brussels, Belgium. May 10. Bailey, Tokenhouse gard 
Heath, William, Wolstanton, Stafford, Gent, April 3¢. Heath, Hanley 
Higeins, Richard, Pontefract, York, Hosier, Junel. Horner, Wake- 


—_ Eliza Dorothy, Liverpool. May 16, Worthington and Co, 
tcheap 
Jenkins, John, Kidderminster, Worcester, Gent. May 14. Talbot, 
Kidderminster 
~~ — Atterley, Salop, Farmer, May7. Gordon and Nicholls, 
no 


Bri 

Phillipson, John, Louth, Lincoln, Gent. June 1. Bell, Louth 

Plenty, Edwin, Southend, Essex, Refreshment House Keeper. May 12. 
Sadgrove, Mark lane 

Ridsdale, Ellen, Stockport, Cheshire. May 11. Newton, Stockport 

Roberts, Edward, Blomfield rd, Paddington, Architect. ay 16, 
Merriman and Co, Austinfriars 

Sanders, George Williams, Plymouth, Devon. May 21. Randall and 
Angier, Gray’s inn place, Gray’s ion 

Short, John Samuel, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. May 11. Brab- 
ner and Court, Liverpool 

Snewin, Alfred George, York place, Portman sq, Timber Merchant. 
May 31. Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st 

7 Joseph, Ixworth, Suffolk, Gent. May 14. Golding, Walsham- 

0 


ws 
Whitford, Elizabeth, Moreton-in-Marsh, Gloucester. June 1, Saun- 
ders, Chipping Norton é 


June 1. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, April i3, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Amoux, Jacques, R = Pa eee April 9. M 
X, ent strec or. . 

April 30 yaaa : sf ae 
e, mour, Bury st, 8 P, . i 
Apel art » Bury st, St James’, Bart. Pet Dec19,. Hazlitt 

Bursted rd, Gordon rd, Peckham, Builder. Pet April 10 
April 25 at 12 
tt, a yy Doverst, Borough, Bootmaker. Pet April 9, 


y- Mayla 

Link, Rolls Calvert, Victoria House, Victoria st, Westminster, P et 
11. Spring-Rice. May | at 11.30 

O'Brien, Francis, Parliament st, Westminster, Bankers Pot April 10. 
itt, April 25 at 1 





To Surrender in the Country. 
Johnson, John, Great Bridge, Stafford, Tube Manufacturer. Pet April 
10. Watson. Oldbury, April 25 at 11 
Keel, George, Birmingham, Auctioneer. Pet April 9, Cole. Bir- 
mingham, April 27 at 2 
Lee, Joseph, Radcliffe bridge, Lancashire,Cabinet Maker. Pet April 
11, Holdea. Bolton, April 30 at 11 
Pagett, George, Birmingham, Butcher, Pet April 10, Cole. Bire 
Fy vee, do at 2.30 es ' 
ice, Edw: nezer, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet April 9. 
Langley. Cardiff, Avril 26 at 2 ” 
Skelton, William, Sunderland, Grocer. Pet March 6. Ellis, Sundere- 
land, April 27 at 12 
Smith, Eliza, Blackheath, Grocer. Pet March 27. Pitt-Taylor. 
Greenwich, April 24 at 2 
Turspay, April 17, 1877, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London, 
Steyveng, Pierre, Basinghall st, Commission Agent. Pet April 16.. 
Brougham. May lati 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Brook, Henry John, Sheffield, Electro Bronzer, Pet Aprill3. Wake. 
Sheffield, May 2 at 1 

D’Ousley, Richard Standish, Paignton, Devon, Retired Collector o f 
Customs. Pet April 12. Edmonds. East Stonehouse, May$ at 12 

Ley, Edwin, Weymouth, Dorset, Gent. Pet April 14. Symonds. 
Dorchester, May 5 at 10 

Quin, Patrick, and Hugh McWade, Walker-on-Tyne, Northumberiand,. 
Builders. Pet April i4. Mortimer. Neweastle, April 28 at 11 

Sargent, William Join, Southampton, Grocer. Pet April 13. Daw, 
jan. Southampton, May 4 at Li 

Truman, Daniel, Neston, Cheshire, Clerk. Pet April 13. Payne. 
Birkenhead, May lat 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fripax, April 13, 1877, 
Butler, Job, Darlaston, Stafford, Chemist. April 10 
Tuespar, April 17, 1877. 
Davids, John Lenthal, Secretary to the British Service Club. April 10 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, April 13, 1877. 

Amer, William, Royston, Cambridge, Nurseryman. April 27 at 11 at 
the Sun Hotel, Hitchin. turton, Huntingdon 

Ascroft, Robert, Pemberton, Lancashire, Stonemason. April 26 at 3at 
offices of Peek, King st, Wigan 

Baines, Frederick, Air st, Piccadilly, 20 occupation, May 2 atl at 
offices of Roberts, Coleman st 

Banes, Ebenezer, and John Manson. Queen st, Cheapside, Jewellers. 
April 25 at 2 at the Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Miller and Miller 

Barker, Edward Walter, Leeds, Hosier. April 27 at il at offices of 
Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Barrett, Caleb Henry, Chippenham, Wilts, Importer of {Oriental 
Goods. April 28 at 10 at the Angel Hotel, Chippenham. Wood, 
Chippenham : 

Barrett, Thomas, Aldbourne, Wilts, Grocer. April 26 at 11 at the 
Castle and Ball Hotel, Marlborough 

Barton, John, jun, Arliogton sq, New North rd, Carpenter. April 25 
at 11 at offices of Andrews, Fenchurch st 

Beckett, Thomas, Salford, Grocer. April 27 at 2 at the Clarence Hotel, 
Spring gardens, Manchester. Watsons, Bary 

Beldam, Robert, Colne, Huntingdon, Cattle Dealer, April 30 at1 at 
the Dolphin Inn, St Ives. Gaches, Peterborough 

Bennett, Joseph, Oxford st, Billiard Room Keeper. May 2 at 3 at offices 
of Lumley and Lumley, Corduit st, Bond st 

Booth, John, Birkdale, Lancashire, out of business. April 30 at 3 at 
offices of Barker, Lord st, Southport 

Bowley, Thomas, Gotham, Nottingham, Draper. April 23 at 4 at offices 
of Cockayne, Fletchergate, Nottingham 

Brawn, James, Trafalgar rd, Greenwich, Boot Dealer. April 23 at 3 at 
offices of Marchant and Purvis, High st, Deptford 

Brooks, John, Oldswinford, Worcester, Miner. April 25 at 11 at offices 
of Wall, Union chambers, Stourbridge 

Brooks, William, Ruardean hill, East Dean, Gloucester, Collier. April 
24 at 3 at offices of Dighton, Mitcheldean 

Brooks, Zachariah, Hay green, Worcester, Grocer. April 25 at 12 at 
offices of Wall, Union chambers, Stourbridge 

Brunner, George William, Gracechurch st, Merchant. April 30 at 12 
et offices of Crump and Son, Philpot lane 

Burrows, Frederic Thomas, and Joseph Dufais Oolton, Baker st, 
Portman sq, Photographers. April 21 at 3 at offices of Kisch, Argyll 
place, Regent st j : 

Capel, Rev Arthur Douglas, Cambridge. April 26 at 11 at the Rooms 
of the Young Men’s Christian Association, Alexandra st, Petty Oury, 
Cambridge. Eliisonand Burrows, Cambridge 

Carter, Joshua, Bradford, Grocer, April 26 at 4 at offices of Atkinson, 

rrel st, Bradford 

Cayley, John Joseph, and Edward Buck, Bread st, Cheapside, Costume 
Manufacturers. May 2 at 11 at offices of Plunkett, Gutter lane 

Codd, Thomas, Sageston, Pembroke, Maltster. April 25 at 2 at offices 
of Grifithsjand Green, St Mary st, Carmarthen 

Conyers, Thomas Kilburn, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. April 26 at 11 at 
Offices of Lowrey, South parade, Leeds. Malcolm 

Cook, Thomas, Bradford, Fruiterer. April 20 at 3 at offices of Single- 
ton, New Rooth s', Bradford 

Corfield, William, Durdham Down, Bristol, Greengrocer. April 30 at 
1 at offices of Buckland and Tonkin, Exchange buildings east, 
Bristol 

Qullen, Edward, Nottingham, Builder. April 30 at 12 at offices of 
Fraser, Wheelergate, Nottingham 

Cullimore, James, Rangeworthy, Gloucester, Hay Dealer. April 21 
at 11 at offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Curwen, John, Blackpool, Lancashire, Restaurant Keeper. April 2$at 
11 at the Assembly Rooms, Blackpool. Morgan, Blackpool 

Davies, Ephram, Mexborough, York, Jewaller. oe ty 27 at il at 

offices of Bianey and Sons, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 
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Denby, David, Drighlington, York, Spinner. April 16 at 11 at offices 
of Singleton, New Booth st, Bradtord 


‘Derham,John, West Derby, Lancashire, Cotton Dealer. May 2 at 2 at 


offices of Brabner and Court, North John st, Liverpool — 
Eales, Richard, Duston, Northampton, out of busi April 26 at 11 
at offices of Rawlins and Son, Market Harborough 
Faulkner, John, Globe st, Green st, Bethnal green, Timber Merchant. 
April 21 at 11 at offices of Hicks, Grove rd, Victoria park 
Faweett, Walter Joshua, Middlesborough, Grocer. April 25 at 12 at 
offices of Hope and Co, Corporation rd, Middlesborough 
Feltham, Julia Anna, Bath, Pubican’s Manager. April 27 at 12 at the 
Town Hall, Bradford, Wilts. Beaven, Bradford, Wilts 
Finney, George, South Featherstone, York,Grocer. April 25 at 1 at 
offices of Boulton, Pontefract 
Fletcher, William, Bradford, York, Tailor. April 25 at 4 at offices of 
Rhodes, Manor row, Bradford 
Fownes, Henry, and Harry Blair Ansdell, Liverpool, Engineers. 
April 27 at 2 at offices of Banner and Son, North John st, Liverpool. 
Laces and Co, Liverpool ? ‘ : 
Graves, William Penry, Southsea, Hants, Retired Major. April 25 at 
4 at the Southsea Beach Mansion Hotel, Southsea. Urry, Ryde 
Griffin, William, New Hampton, Middlesex, Oilman, April 25 at 2 at 
offices of Vanderpump, Gray’s inn sq 
Grocock, Edward, Leicester, Confectioner. April 27 at 12 at offices of 
Harvey, Millstone lane, Leicester F 
Haddock, Thomas, Sunderland, Greengrocer. Aprii 25 at 3 at offices 
of Fairclough, West Sunniside, Sunderland 
Hale, Ralph, Tyrley, Stafford, Farmer. May 3 at 11 at the Royal 
Hotel, Nantwich rd, Crewe. Pearson, Market Drayton : 
Hardwicke, Maurice Edward, Cheltenham, Gi ter, Tailor. April 
26 at 8 at offices of Wright and Marshall, Town Hall chambers, New 
st, Birmingham 
Haslam, Thomas, Northwich, Cheshire, Ale Merchant, April 26 at 3 
at offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
Hatt, Thomas Brind, Westlecot Farm, Wilts, Farmer. April 25 at 4,15 
at the Great Western Hotel, New Swindon. Bartrum, Bath 
Heath, William, Derby, Tailor. April 27 at 12 at the County Hotel, 
St Mary’s gate, Derby. Wilson, Burton-on-Trent 
Heffil, Edward Thomas, Lambeth walk, Hosier. April 24 at 2 at offices 
of Parker and Co, Milner’s buildings, Fmsbury 
Hemingway, John, Southport, Lancashire, Civil Engineer. April 26 at 
3 at offices of McEwen, Lloyd st, Manchester 
Hitchings, Ann, Narberth, Pembroke, Draper. April 26 at 3 at offices 
of Brown, Small st, Bristol 
Hodgetts, John Williams, Handsworth, Stafford, Commercial Traveller. 
April 25 at 11 at offices of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Hopkins, Edward Alfred, East Greenwich, Baker. April 21 at 3 at 6, 
Burney st, Greenwich. Hanrott, Greenwich 
Irons, James, Norwich, Leather Seller. April 27 at 12 at offices of 
Tillett, Castle Meadow, Norwich 
Ivins, John, Cardiff, Innkeeper. April 28 at 2 at offices of Tribe and 
Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Stephens 
Kitchen, George Seaton, Nottingham, Chemist. May | at 12 at offices 
of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 
Lawrence, William, and George Henry West Morgan, Liverpool, 
Drapers. May 2 at 2 at offices of Harris, Union court, Castle st, 
Liverpool 
Lee, John, Coventry, Ribbon Biock Manufacturer. May 2 at 11 at 
offices of Neale, Hay lane, Coventry 
Leigh, George Walter, and George Leigh, Bristol, Saddlers. April 26 
at 12 at offices of Benson and Thomas, Broad st, Bristol 
Lewis, Thomas, Brynmawr, Mon, Grocer. April 25 at 1 at offices of 
Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Litten, John, Dartmouth terrace, Lewisham hill, Blackheath, Ware- 
houseman’s Assistant. April 24 at 3 at offices of Lindsay and Co, 
Basinghall st : 
Lockett, Joseph, Cheslynhay, Stafford, Miner. April 27 at 3 at offices 
of Ebsworth, Bridge st, Wednesbury i 
Lutto, Herman, St Paul’s churchyard, Tailor. April 23 at 2 at 111, 
Cheapside. Clift, Cheapside 
Marriott, William, Birmingham, Tin Plate Worker. April 27 at 2 at 
offices of Dugmore and Pinfield, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. 
Cheston, Birmingham 
May, John Matthew, Hatton garden, China Importer. May8 at 3 at 
offices of Foreman and Co, Gresham st. Frost, Leadenhali st 
Morris, Charles Jones, Ruabon, Denbigh, Grocer. April 25 at 1 at 2, 
Temple row, Wrexham. Poyser 
Moss, Charles, Manchester, Tob ist. April 24 at 3 at offices of 
Evans, Albert sq, Manchester 
Mulleen, John Philip, Moss Side, Lancashire, Auctioneer. April 28 at 
a the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral Gates, Manchester. Hampson, Man- 
chester 
Murphy, Catherine, Liverpool, Picture Dealer. April 26 at 12 at offices 
of Carruthers, Ciayton sq, Liverpool 
Musto, Frederick, Sunninghill, Berks, Carpenter. April 28 at 12 at 
the Railway Hotel, Wokingham. Redhead, Chertsey 
Neal, Thomas, Chesterfield, Derby, Butcher. April 30 at Ilat the 
Star Hote), Market place, Chesterfield. Black, Chesterfield 
Nickson, William, Kirkham, Lancashire, Plamber. Apri) 24 at 3 at 
offices of Ambler, Cannon st, Presten 
Paley, James, Hewenden Brow, York, Wool Dealer. April 26 at 11 at 
oftces of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 
Parratt, Thomas, Cold Harbour lane, Brixton, Plumber. April 30 at 
3 at offices of Breit and Co, Leadenhall st. Crook and Smith, Ab- 
church lane 
Plevey, Samuel, Netherton, Worcester, Journeyman Saddler. Apr il 
20 at }1 at offices ot Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 
Pollard, Thomas, stamford Baron, Northampton, Grocer. April 26 at 
12 at offices of Atter, Barnhill, Stamford 
Price, James Daniel, and William Hughes, Cardiff, Grocers. April 30 
at 2 at offices of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Heard, 
Cardiff 
Priestley, George, Welton, Lincoln, Farmer. May 5 at 11 at offices of 
Toynbee and Co, Bank st, Lincoln 
Rabson, David, West Malling, Kent, Butcher. May 1 at 2.15 at offices 
of Norton and Son, West Malling - 
Rees, Thomas, Tenby, Pembroke, Auctioneer. April 30 at | at the 
Town Hall, Carmarthen. Gwynne and Stokes, Tenby 














Richards, William, Atherington, Devon, Tailor, April 27 at 194 
offices of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 

Rickards, Edwin, Stourbridge, Worcester, Builder. April 24 at 11 at 
offices of Wall, Unioa chambers, ba agian 

Rivett, William James, Stratford, Essex, Builder, April 27 at 3 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Wilson and Son, Basinghall st 

Robertson, James Douglas, and Emanuel Grouse, Castle st, Falcon sq, 
Merchants. April 24 at 2 at offices of Goldberg, West st, Moorgate st 

Sadler, Sir Thomas Seymour, Victoria sq, Buckingham Palace rd, 
May 1 at 3 at offices of Lumley and Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 

Savage, Jobn, Sclater st, Shoreditch, Coach Builder. April 24 at 10 at 
the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth rd Betlmal green 

Shaul, Benjamin, Westbourne, Sussex, Grocer, April 30 at 4 at 
offices of King, North st, Portsea 

Shrimpton, Frederick Edward, Hurst, Berks, Farmer, April 27 at 11 
at the Station Hotel, Bracknell, Cave, Bracknell 

Smith, Edward, Stretford, nr Manchester, Bricklayer. April 27 at 11 
at offices of Whitehead, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Smith, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Beerhouse Keeper. April 30 at 
11 at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle. 
upon-Tyne 


‘Smythe, Frederick, Bishopstoke, Hants, Brewer. April 25 at 12 at 


offices of Coxwell and Co, Gloucester sq, Southampton 

Spence, Josephus, Middlesborough, York, Merchant Tailor. April 25 
at 3 at Griffith’s Temperance Hotel, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough. 
Bainbridge, Middlesborough 

Steeden, Charles, Southport, Lancashire, Marble Mason. May | at 3 
at offices of Buck and Dicksons, Tulketh st, Southport 

Steeden, Shugborough Newitt, Tingewick, Buckingham, Butcher, 
Aopril 25 at 10 at the Swan and Castle Hotel, Buckingham. Stockton 

Sutton, John, Brownhills, Stafford, out of business. May 1 at 11 at 
offices of Duignan and Co, Walsall 

Tebbit, Sydney, Ickleton, Cambridge, Grocer. April 23 at 12 at oftizes 
of Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Petty Oury, Cambridge 

Thomas, Robert, Caezias, Anglesey, General Shop Keeper. April 30 
at 1 at the Queen’s Hotel, Chester. Griffth, Holyhead 

Thomas, William, Liverpool, Butcher. April 25 at 2 at offices of 
Crozier and Lumb, Moorfields, Liverpool ‘ 

Thompson, John, Worcester, Fishmonger. April 30 at1l at offices of 
Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Vassilopulo, Lizzie, and Manuel Anastasius Copehill, Manchester, 
Milliners, April 26 at 3 at offices of Van Sandau and Cumming, 
King st, Cheapside. Farrar and Hall, Manchester 

Watson, Elizabeth, Marishes Grange, York, Brick Manufacturer. April 
30 at 11 at offices of Jackson, Malton 

Watson, Henry, Alsager, Cheshire, Builder. May 3 at 11 at the 
George Hotel, Jordangate, Macclestield. May 

Williams, Alfred, Topsfield place, Crouch end, Hornsey, Stationer, 
April 27 at 12 at ottices of Hoyle, Canon st 

Williams, George, Ombersiey, Worcester, Plumber. April 30 at 3 at 
offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Williams, Mary, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer. April 27 at Ll at offices of 
Shepard, Chapel st, Tredegar 

Windsor, Charles George Price, William Henry Windsor, and Heary 
Edward Groom, New London st, Shio Brokers. April 23 at 2 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Bradley, Mark lane 

Woodcock, William, Sheffield, File Manufacturer. April 27 at 3at 
offices of Binney and Sons, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 


Tuespay, April 17, 1877. 

Adcock, George, Nottingham, Grocer. May4 at 12 at offices of Fraser, 
Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Allan, William, Durham, Tailor. April 27 at 3 at the County Hotel, 
Durham, Chambers, Durham 

Altham, Wilkinson, Burnley, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer. 
April 30 at 11 at offices of Backhouse, Ormerod st, Burnley 

Blow, Eiiza, Spilsby, Lincoln, Innkeeper. April 26 at 3 at offices of 
Walker and Co, Spilsby 

Blunt, John, Southport, Lancashire, Joiner. May 3 at 2.30 at offices of 
Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Cross and Co, South- 


port 

Bottomley, John William, Huddersfield, York, Plasterer. April 27 at. 
3 at offices of Welsh, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Brain, Joseph, Swansea, Draper. April 24 at 3 at offices of Glascodine, 
Fisher st, Swansea 

Brilmayer, John Baptiste, Lancaster st, Newington causeway, Baker. 
April 30 at 3 at offices of Marchant and Purvis, George yard, 
Lombard st 

Bromley, John, Liverpool, Butcher. April 30 at 3 at offices of Ritson, 
Dale at, Liverpool 

Brown, James, Addlestone, Surrey, Builder, May 1 at 1 at offices of 
Winkworth and Hepworth, Oxford st 

Browa, Thomas John Eames, Llanbister, Radnor, Surgeon. May 3 at 
2 at the Norton Arms Hotel, Knighton. Andrews, Leominster 

Buckholme, Niels Bonnevie, Bristol, Marine Surveyor. April 28 at 
12 at offices of Clifton, Corn st, Bristol 

Butler, Richard William, Gravesend, Plumber. April 30 at 2 at offices 
of Lake, Parrock st, Gravesend 

Chambers, William, Blackburn, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer. 
May 3 at 11 at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral yard, Manchester. Scott, 
Blackburn 

Chappell, Thomas, Bournemouth, Hants, Stone Mason. April 25 at 2 
at offices of Aldridge and Sharp, Westover villas, Bournemouth 

Clapham, Thomas, Penton place, Kennington rd, Victualler. May 1 
at 2at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Peace, Albion chambers, 
Moorgate 

Clarke, George, Nottingham, Shoemaker. April 30 at 12 at offices of 
Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Clarke, Thomas Edward, Bishop’s Hall, nr Taunton, Somor set, Gent. 
May 3 at 12 at offices of Taunton, High st, Taunton 

Cockburn, George, Sunderland, Durham, Chemist. May 3 at 11 at 
offices ot Moore, John st, Sunderland 

Cooke, Ambrose, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Fish Salesman. April 28 
at 11 at offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Cooper, Benjamin, Wordsley, Stafford, Haalier. April 26 at 11 at 
offices of Wall, Union chambers, Stourbridge 

Cooper, Joseph Henry, Union court, Old Broad st, Silk Dealer. May 
1 at 12 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Wolferstan 
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Crane, je Elien, Clifton, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. April 27 at 
12 ay ‘offices of "Triggs, Broad st, Bristol. Benson and Thomas, 


I 
Gone William, Nottingham, Painter. April 80 at 11 at offices of Belk, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Daniel, Joseph, Bucklesham, Suffolk, Farmer. May 1 at 12 at offices of 
Watts, Butter market, Ipswich , 
Darcy, Thomas Philip, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker, April 28 at 12 at 
offices of Fildes, Exchange st east, Liverpool 
Dixon, James, Otley, York, Currier. April 30 at 12 at offices of Bond 
and Barwick, Albion place, Leeds ce 
cott, James, Ripley, Derby, Club House Keeper. April 30 at 3 
at the Thorn Tree Hotel, Ripley. Gibson, jun, Nottingham 
Dupre, James Frederick, and Charles Dupre, Mark lane, Wine Mer- 
pos May 10 at 2 at offices of Waddell and Co, Queen Victoria st. 
Ditton, Ironmonger lane 
vans, Johr, Mold, Flint, Grocer. May 8 at 2 at the Angel Hotel, 
st, Liverpool, Williams, Mold 
Evans, Joseph, Abertillery, Mon, Innkeeper. April 30 at 11 at offices 
of Browne, Brynmawr ‘ 
Gay, William, Exmouth, Devon, Builder. April 28 at 12 at offiees of 
ton, Rolle st, Exmouth 
an, George, Wigmore st, Cavendish sq, Butcher. April 30 at 3 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Piesse and Son, Old Jewry 
bhambers 
Gooding, James, Kendal, Westmoreland, Coachbuilder. April 27 at 11 
at offices of Bolton, Kent st, Kendal : 
Griffiths, George, Northwick, Worcester, Hallier. April 26 at 3 at the 
Saracen’s Head, Whistones 
Griffiths, John Robert, Pembroke, Grocer. April 30 at 1 at the Guild- 
Carmarthen. Hulm, Pembroke 
Hale, William, Huckoall Torkard, Nottingham, Lime Burner. May 8 
at 12 at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Hartley, William Henry, Leeds, Furniture Broker. April 26 at 2 at 
offices of Dalton, Albion st, Leeds 
Hickman, Edward, Warrington, Lancashire, Music Seller. 
April 30 at 11 at offices of Ridgway and Worsley, Cairo st, Warring- 


ton 

Higgins, Patrick, Liverpool, Boot Dealer. April 28 at 2 at offices of 
Fildes, Exchange st east, Liverpool 

Hinton, Cecil Howard, Hamsell st, Falcon sq, Skirt Manufacturer, 
April 24 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Hughes, David, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. April 
% at 11 at offices of Stratton and Rudland, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

James, Alfred, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Cabinet Maker. May 2 
at 12 at offices of Baker and Co, Sydenham terrace, Weston-super- 


Mare 
Johnson, John, South Stockton, York, Cab Proprietor. April 30 at 12 
at offices of Thompson, High st, Stockton-on-Tees. Trotter, Stock- 
ton-on-Tees 
Jones, Edward, Treforest, Glamorgan, Greengrocer. May 24 at 1 at 
offices of Morgan, Mil! st, Pontypridd 
Jones, Thomas, Newport, Mon, Builder. April 27 at 11 at offices of 
Gibbs, Tredegar place, Newport e 
Kidson, George, Bradley, nr Stafford, Farmer, May 1 at 1 at the Public 
, Cannock. ‘dner, Cannock 
Knight, Henry, Cardiff, Cabinet Maker. May 2 at 10 at the Fleece 
Hotel, Gloucester. Clark, Cheltenham 
» Samuel, and Arthur Hirst, Walmersley, Lancashire, 
Bleachers. April 27 at 3 at offices of Darnton and Bottomley, Nor- 
folk st, Manchester 
Lister, Thomas, Marlborough hill, St John’s wood, no occupation. May 
$ at 1.30 at the Bell Hotel, Leicester, Webb and Co, Argyll st 
Longshaw, William, Pendlebury, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. May 2 
at 3 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 
Lowe, Mary Ann, Birmingham, Glass Dealer. April 27 at 3 at offices 
of Fitter, Bennett’s bill, Birmingham 
MacNoity, John, Walsall, Stafford, Beer Retailer. May 1 at 11 at 
offices of Glover, Park st, Walsall 
Maber, Thomas, Birmingham, Printer. April 25 at 3 at offices of 
Barber and Garland, Argyle chambers, Colmore row, Birmingham. 
Walter, Birmingham 
Mainwaring, Harry Edward, Athelstane terrace, Stroud Green rd, 
Stationer. April 80 at 3 at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 
Matthews, Frank Paul, Chester, High Bailiff. April 25 at 8 at 145, 
Cheapside. Holmes, Fenchurch st 
McTurk, Henry, Margate, House Decorator. April 20 at 2 at offices of 
Robinson, Market place, Margate ; 
Millar, Wiliam Summerville, Sussex st, Pimlico, Auctioneer. April 
36 at 12 at offices of White, Leadenhall st 
) Mary, Birmingham, Egg Dealer. April 26 at 3 at offices of 
Solomon, Ann st, Birmingham 
chard, Coventry, Plumber. May 2 at2 at offices of Neale, 
Hay lane, Coventry 
Thomas Lewis, Darlington, Durham, Stonemason. May | at 
Sat the Fleece Hotel, Darlington. Bainbridge, Middiesborough 
» William, Manchester, Draper. April 30 at 3 at offices of 
Needham and Co, York st, Manchester 
George, Moulsoe, Buckingham, Farmer. May 4 at 12 at the 
Swan Hotel, Newport Pagnell. Buil, Newport Pagnell 
OReilly, William, Liverpool, Glass Dealer. May 4 at 3 at offices of 
A mn court, Castle st, 1 
Oiard, William Hudson, Freemantle, Hants, Retired Paymaster 
BN. April 26 at 3 at offices of Whitehall, Union st, Portsea 
Padley, Josiah, Swansea, Fishmonger. April 30 at 2 at offices of Field, 
Adelaide st, Swansea 
Palmer, John, Eddington, Somerset, out of business. April 38 at 12 
M offices of Reed and Cook, King sq, Bridgwater 
Pury, Peter, Chester, Coroner, April27 at 12 at offices of Ohurton, 
Rustgate buildings, Chester 
Charles, Birmingham, Frizette Maker. April 24 at 10.30 at 
ah Dugmoreand Pinfield, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Walter, 
Adoiphus, Fore st, Edmonton, Basket Manufacturer. May 3 
at offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Fenton, 


James Daniel, and William Hughes, Cardiff, Grocers. April 30 
‘Mt offices of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff, Heard, 





Pye, Rev William, Sapperton, Gloucester. April 28 at 11 at the Ram 
Public Room, Castle st, Cirencester. Mullings and Co, Cirencester 
Whitehaven, Cumberland, Carrier. May at 11 at 
Duke st, Whitehaven 
William Robbins, and George Shepherd, Cardiff, 
Builders. May 1 at 11 atthe Swfss Hall, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. 
Cory, Cardiff 
Robson, William, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Wholesale Confectioner. 
April 28 at 1 at offices of Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Rogers, Thomas, Bilston, Stafford, out of business, April 30 at 11 at 
offices of Bowen, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 
Rome, James, Silloth, Camberiand, Bootmaker. April 27 at 11 at 3, 
Carruthers court, Scotch st, Carlisle. Wannop, Carlisle 
Ruddy, Austin, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Sinker. April 27 at 2 
at offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Sant, John, Stoke-upon-Trent, Plaster Manufacturer. April 28 at 11 
at offices of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 
Saul, James, Sheffield, Contractor. April 30 at 11 at the Cutlers’ 
Hall, Church st, Sheffield. Mellor, Sheffield 
Schellenberg, John Frederick, Bradford, Pork Butcher. April 30 at 
3.30 at offices of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Shepherd, Edward Matthew, Manchester, Manufacturing Chemist. 
May 3 at 3 at offices of Rylance and Barker, Essex st, Manchester 
Shirley, John, Sheffield, Grocer. April 30 at 2.30 at the Cutlers’ Hall, 
Charch st, Sheffield. Broomhead aud Co, Sheffield 
Sinclair, John, Bournemouth, Hant, Lodging House Keeper. April 
25 at 2at the Board Room, Town Hall, Bournemouth. Webb 
Speddings, Edward, Sheffield, Boiler Maker. April 30 at 4 at offices of 
Gee, Figg Tree lane, Sheffield. Binns, Sheffield 
Stanley, James, Swansea, Grocer. April 30 at 11 at offices of Cox, 
Adelaide chambers, Swansea 
Steuart, James Henry Augustus, Buckingham Palace gate, no trade. 
April 25 at 2 at 6, Cork st, Burlington gardens. Davis 
Tristram, Bower, Liverpool, Clerk to a Commission Agent. May 2 at 
8 at offices of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. 
Williams, Liverpool 
Urquhart, Ann, Sunderland, Provision Dealer. April $0 at 12.30at 
offiees of Longden, Fawcett st, Sunderland 
Way, Robert, Torquay, Devon, Cordwainer. May 2 at 11 at offices of 
Cam pion, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Westbrook,!William, and Joseph Thomas Bull, Liverpool, Stone Mer- 
chants, April 30 at 2 at offices of Lupton, Harrington st, Liver- 


pool 
Whitehead, Robert, Bury, Lancashire, Fishmonger. May 2at3 at 
offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 
Williams, John, Pontymister, Mon, Grocer. April 28 at 12 at offices 
of Gibbs, Tredegar place, Newport , 








CAVE CANEM. 


POMPEIAN DOOR MATS. 


TRELOAR AND SONS, 


69, LUDGATE HILL, LONDON, E.C, 





PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 


57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 


Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless systern of adapting 


(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 


ROBE Pee 4 MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 26 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 21, 1877, 











SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


INSTITUTED 1858. 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, 
and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 





The THIRTY-EIGHTH Half-yearly GENERAL MEETING of the Members of this Association will be held in the 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S HALL, CHANCERY-LANE, LONDON, on MONDAY NEXT, APRIL 23, to, 
receive frem the Directors their Half-yearly Report and Statement of Account, and for the transaction of other general business, 


THE CHAIR WILL BE @AKEN AT ONE 0’CLOCK P.M. 


9, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.C, 


By Order of the Board, 
THOMAS EIFFE, Seeretary, 








EVERSIONARY AND LIFE INTERESTS in 
Landed or Fanded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES © 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
19, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835. Paid-up Capital, £480,000. 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 


F. 8S. CLAYTON, } Joint 
C, H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 


mMmHE AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 


HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 


Brancuss in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz. :-— 
At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 
upon, 

Bruxs issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection. : 

Satzs anD PurcwAsss effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same under- 
taken. 


Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realized, 
Every other description of banking business and- money agency, 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman. 


EDUCED RATES of INTEREST for advances 
from the TEMPERANCE PERMANENT BUILDING 
SOCIETY.—£50,000 ready to be advanced, either by ordinary mort- 
gages, not subject to monthly repayments, or by the building society’s 
plan of monthly repayments, which include principal. premium, and 
interest, the interest being calculated at 5 per cent. on the balance 
each year. 


6 Years. | 8 Years. | 10 Years. | 12 Years. | 14 Years. | 15 Years, 


£00. 1 S:6.4 £s.d. | £8, d. £s.d. | £3. d. 
114 6 re . 2 = 108 018 10 018 1 


Advances can be had for any other term of years not exceeding 15, 
the repayments being proportionate, 


Apply to HENRY J. PHILLIPS, Secretary. 
Offices, 4, Ludgate-bill, London, E.C. 


Note.—More than two million pounds sterling have been advanced 
upon house property alone, 


Commission is paid to the Profession for the introduction of Borrowers 


TPRENT COLLEGE.—Head Master, Rev. T. Ff. 
FENN, M.A., Trinity College, Cambridge.—A public school in 
accordance with the principles of the Church of England. The majority 
of the pupils go directly to large houses of business, banks, or to agri- 
cultaral pursuits. Many are prepared for the legal and medical 
entrance examinations, and a few are now at the University, with a 
view to taking holy orders. The education given is suited to these 
Purposes, 

In December last 29 boys obtained the certificate of the Cambridge 
Local Examination, of whom seven were specially distinguished in 
Latin. These certificates exempt from the Legal and Medical Pre- 
jiminary, and, under certain conditions, from the Cambridge Previous 
Examination. 

Terms for board and tuition inclusive, £50 a year. The NEXT 
TERM BEGINS May 3. 


W ASTE PAPER.—O. HERBERT, Wholesale and 
Retail Bookseller and Waste Paper ay ig my 60, Goswell- 

















road, London, E.0. Libraries parchased. C, to the 
Elgin New Paper Mills,” Chicago, desires to purchase Waste Paper, 
such as old ledgers, old account books, private docaments (destroyed 
in the presence of the seller if desired), old briefs, quire stock, pariia- 
mentary reports, old books (with or without covers), newspapers, old 
if sot leon'than B owt. Catalogue ef Books on tale forwurdea oa on 

ot less than 5 cwt. on rwarded on re- 
ceipt of two stamps. ” 








‘THE POPULAR MONTHLY LAW TRACT, 
Edited by JAMES BALL, will be published monthly, price 64, ; 

commencing May, 1877. 

Printed and Published by C. Jaques, 30, Kenton-street, Bloomsbury ; 
sold by Bcerrerwortss, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers, 7, Fleet. 
street, and all Booksellers. 


BALL’S POPULAR CONVEYANCER. 
Just published, one vol., 8vo, cloth, 10s. 6d., 
HE POPULAR CONVEYANCER, being a com. 
prehensive Theoretical and Practical Exposition of Conveyancing, 
with concise Precedents. By JAMES BALL. 

“ The work shows that Mr. Ball has a very clear conception of con- 
veyancing ; his notes are well written and compendious, and the pre- 
cedents have been selected with great care. Such a book must com- 
mend itself to students and practitioners.”—‘* Law Times.” 

London: BurrerwoRTsS, 7, Fleet-street, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers, 


THIRD EDITION, WITH NEW PREFACE 
IGEST of the LAW of EVIDENCE, 
By Sir JAMES STEPHEN, Q.C., K.C.S.I. Crowe 6s. 


- 








London: Macmittan & Co. 





NEW COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF ENGLAND. 
Just published, in 2 vols., crown 8vo, price 32s., 
fq\HE LIBERTY of the SUBJECT, and the LAWS 
of ENGLAND RELATING to the SECURITY of the PERSON. 
By JAMES PATERSON, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, some time Commis- 
sioner for English and Irish Fisheries, &c, 
London: Macmitian & Co. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortestnotice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate us 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
n the properform for registration and distribution. SHA CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL. 
EALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
anies Fee Stamps Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 














LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs te 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the pene gd 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continueé 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest. 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of * London Gazette” kept, By appointment. 


ALKER’S ORYSTAL CASE WATCHES are 

super seding all others.—Prize Medals, London, 1862; Parity 
1867. Gold from £15 15s.; Silver from £6 6s,—68, Cornhill; 290, 
Regent-street ; 76, Strand, 


[BIG COMPANYS EXTRAOT of MEAT. 


Finest Meat-flavouring Stock for Soups, made Dishes, aad 
Sauces. Caution—Genuine ONLY with fac simile of Baron 
Liebig’s signatare across Label, 











— 


MUCH TIME AND WORRY SAVED 
BY SORTING YOUR PAPERS INTO 
STONE’S PATENT BOXES AND CABINETS 
“« Exoeedingly useful.”’Standard, 
Sold by Stationers everywhere. Illustrated Catalogues post free from 
HENRY STONE, MANUFACTURER & PATENTEE, BAN’ BURY 


All Sizes can be seen at 
18, CRANBOURNE-STREET, LEIOZSTER-SQUARE, LONDON 
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